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The American people have an abiding faith 
in education. They want their sons and 
daughters to be informed, skilled, wise, and 
good. They also have a deep-seated belief 
that the schools can achieve these values. 
Like the teachers, the people look to the 
curriculum, particularly to the content and 
modes of teaching, as the primary source of 
learnings that produce informed, skilled, 
wise, and good members of society. Despite 
this fundamental consensus, there is wide- 
spread disagreement about what knowledge 
is of most worth, how such knowledge 
should be organized, and how teachers 
should perform as they carry on the activi- 
ties of the classroom. 

The issues that whirl about these differ- 
ences of opinion, the contrasting views not 
only about the substance and organization 
of school programs but also about the 
specifics of the ultimate aims of education it- 
self are the points on which the analysis of 
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the present book hinges. The book deals 
with the foundations (Part 1), the principles 
(Part П), and the issues (Part II) of curricu- 
lum. In the foundations section, the authors 
introduce the field of curriculum. They dis- 
cuss the philosophical, psychological, and 
social foundations of curriculum that serve 
to define and impact the dynamics of the 
field. They also in this section consider the 
evolution of the field. This first section sets 
forth the intellectual sources from which 
curriculum theory stems. 

Part II addresses the principles that un- 
derpin curricular action. This section deals 
with the technical aspects of curriculum. It 
analyzes approaches to the purposes of edu- 
cation and the objectives of instruction. It 
treats the problems of curriculum design 
and development, giving in each case clas- 
sical and current views of these topics. 

The question of how to induce curricular 
changes has long plagued those who would 
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improve the products of schooling. This 
part explores that question in light of what 
has been learned from past experience and 
from contemporary thought about social 
and institutional change. The authors, sen- 
sitive to public demands for evidence of cur- 
ricular improvement, have analyzed the 
concepts and practices of curricular evalua- 
tion, drawing upon current as well as past 
conceptions of testing and evaluation. 

Part Ш of the textbook treats those issues 
impacting curriculum and theory activity 
within the field. The issues discussed are 
ones that all involved in the various levels of 
curriculum activities need to consider. The 
final chapter, which deals with future direc- 
tions for curriculum, leaves the reader with 
the realization that all involved in curricu- 
lum and educational programs need to un- 


Those concerned with education and its im- 
provement are giving increased attention to 
the curriculum and related learning activi- 
ties. Efforts to improve schooling by legisla- 
tion and policies voted by school boards of 
education have been found to have limited 
effects on what teachers teach and children 
learn. The curriculum as it is understood by 
the teachers and the learning activities they 
provide have been shown to be the major 
factors in stimulating and guiding student 
learning. Hence, students of education are 
well advised to study curriculum develop- 


derstand the future and to engage in proce- 
dures that allow them to create visions and 
manage strategies for attaining those vi- 
sions. 

It should be emphasized that this book is 
not a nuts and bolt treatment of curriculum 
development. It deals with basic questions. 
This focus makes the book different from 
many on the market. Its range of topics also 
makes it different from other texts that ad- 
dress curriculum foundations. Rather than 
presenting recipes for dealing with curricu- 
lum questions, it urges the reader (0 con- 
template what is required for fundamental 
curriculum thought and action. The au- 
thors have set forth a framework for under- 
standing and for constructive thinking 
about curriculum foundations, curriculum 
principles, and curriculum issues. 


B. Othanel Smith 
Professor Emeritus, 
University of Illinois and 
University of South Florida 


ment and instructional practices. 

In this volume, Allan Ornstein and Francis 
Hunkins provide comprehensive informa- 
tion about curriculum development, past 
and present. They also provide а rich 
overview of the foundations and issues of 
curriculum, Their approach is both theoret- 
ical and practical, and they synthesize the 
important research in the field. Students of 
education, and especially those who are con- 
cerned with curriculum, should find the ma- 
terial a useful basis for orientation as they 
work in this field. 


Ralph W. Tyler 

Director Emeritus, Center 
for Advanced Study in the 
Behavioral Sciences 


Curriculum: Foundations, Principles, and Issues 
is a book for researchers, theoreticians, and 
practitioners of curriculum. It is intended to 
be a basic text for those studying curriculum 
development, design, and/or planning, as 
well as a reference for teachers, supervisors, 
and administrators who participate in curri- 
culum making. 

The book is a comprehensive and docu- 
mented overview of the foundations, princi- 
ples, and issues of curriculum: Foundations 
are the areas of study outside of curriculum 
that impact on the field; principles refer to 
the technical aspects, including techniques 
and methods, for developing, designing, 
implementing, and evaluating curriculum; 
issues are the theories and trends that 
influence the field. 

The book consists of a one-chapter intro- 
duction to the field plus three major parts: 
foundations, principles, and issues. Part I 
has four chapters: one each on the philo- 
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sophical, historical, psychological, and social 
Foundations of Curriculum. The next part, 
Principles of Curriculum, comprises five chap- 
ters: aims, goals, and objectives; design; de- 
velopment; implementation; апа evalua- 
tion. The final part, Issues of Curriculum, 
includes three chapters that discuss theory, 
present issues and trends, and future direc- 
tions. 

This book differs from other curriculum 
texts in several ways. Most texts tend to fo- 
cus on either theory or practice; we try to 
blend both aspects of curriculum. Most cur- 
riculum writers emphasize either the foun- 
dations, principles, or issues of curriculum; 
the majority focus on principles and many 
others focus on foundations. We have at- 
tempted to balance all three areas of curri- 
culum. Most texts take a particular philoso- 
phical or theoretical position; we, however, 
have tried to present various philosophies 
and theories. We provide readers with alter- 
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natives and choices for formulating their 
own views and values on curriculum foun- 
dations, principles, and issues. 

We have also attempted to maintain a 
foot in the past while keeping our eyes and 
ears open to the future by combining tradi- 
tional concepts of philosophy, history, and 
sociology with emerging and futuristic per- 
spectives of the field. We have analyzed sev- 
eral competing theories, models, and para- 
digms, and we have recommended several 
practical guidelines. In short, we have sup- 
plied a mix of material to help researchers, 


theoreticians, and practitioners develop 
their own interpretations of past, present, 
and future curriculum domains. 

We extend a note of thanks to two valued 
contributors to the field of curriculum who, 
though both in their eighties, are still active 
in the field: Ralph Tyler and B. Othanel 
Smith, both of whom wrote the Foreword. 
We are also grateful to our respective men- 
tors of curriculum: Virgil Clift, Hilda 
Grobman, and O. L. Davis. Finally, our sin- 
cere appreciation goes to the reviewers of 
the manuscript form of this text. 


Allan C. Ornstein 
Francis P. Hunkins 


CURRICULUM: 
FOUNDATIONS, 
PRINCIPLES, AND ISSUES 


chapter 1 


THE FIELD OF CURRICULUM 


Curriculum as a field of study is elusive and 
fragmentary, and what it is supposed to en- 
tail is open to a good deal of debate and 
even misunderstanding. Curriculum is both 
a subject to be taught at colleges and univer- 
sities and a field in which practitioners work. 
Students who enroll in curriculum courses, 
as a minor or major field of study in educa- 
tion, usually study these courses at the grad- 
uate level. People who teach or train others, 
who engage in program development, in- 
struction, supervision, and/or evaluation in 
schools and colleges, businesses, hospitals 
and health agencies, as well as governmental 
agencies are practicing curriculum. 

What we mean by curriculum, what it in- 
volves, and who is involved are best under- 
stood by analyzing curriculum in a broad 
context. We thus look at curriculum in this 
text in terms of approach (or what others call 
an orientation, perspective, or position), 
and definition. We consider, also, the rela- 
tionship and differences between the foun- 


dations and domains of curriculum, the 
theory and practice of curriculum, and cur- 
riculum and instruction. 

In much of our discussion, we point to 
various curriculum texts published since 
1980. This should not only help introduce 
the field, but it should also help put this text 
in context with other curriculum texts. 


CURRICULUM APPROACHES 


An individual’s approach to curriculum 
reflects that person’s view of the world, in- 
cluding what the person perceives as reality, 
the values he or she deems important, and 
the amount of knowledge he or she pos- 
sesses. A curriculum approach reflects a 
holistic position or a metaorientation, encom- 
passing the foundations of curriculum (the 
person’s philosophy, view of history, view of 
psychology and learning theory, and view of 
social issues), domains of curriculum (com- 
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mon and important knowledge within the 
field), and the theoretical and practical prin- 
ciples of curriculum. An approach ех- 
presses a viewpoint about the development 
and design of curriculum, the role of the 
learner, teacher, and curriculum specialist 
in planning curriculum, the goals and objec- 
tives of the curriculum, and the important 
issues that need to be examined. 

A curriculum approach reflects our views 
of schools and society; to some extent it may 
even become an all-encompassing outlook if 
we feel strongly about these views. By un- 
derstanding one’s curriculum approach, 
and the prevailing curriculum approach of 
the school or school district in which one 
works, it is possible to conclude whether 
one’s professional view conflicts with the 
formal organizational view. 

Although schools, over time, tend to be- 
come committed to a particular curriculum 
approach, many educators are not strongly 
committed to one approach. Many of them 
do not have a single or pure approach; 
rather, in some situations they emphasize 
one approach, and in other cases they advo- 
cate several approaches. In still other cases, 
they fail to recognize that they even reflect a 
particular attitudinal or behavioral curricu- 
lum approach, or that they are in fact 
influenced by many approaches. They need 
to recognize that curriculum textbook writ- 
ers sometimes adhere to more than one cur- 
riculum approach. Moreover, curriculum 
specialists, even curriculum students, need 
to examine their approaches. 

Curriculum approaches can be viewed 
from a technical and nontechnical, or 
scientific and nonscientific, perspective. 
(Note that the terms nontechnical and nonsci- 
entific do not suggest a negative or disparag- 
ing approach; rather, these two terms denote 
a contrast.) Technical-scientific approaches 
coincide with traditional theories and models 
of education, and reflect established and 
formal methods of schooling. Nontechnical 
and nonscientific approaches have evolved as 
part of avant-garde and experimental philos- 
ophies and politics of education: they tend to 


challenge established and formalized prac- 
tices of education. 

The remainder of this section outlines 
five curriculum approaches. The first three 
may be classified as technical or scientific, 
the latter two as nontechnical апа nonsci- 
entific. 


Behavioral-Rational Approach. 


Rooted in the University of Chicago 
school (from Bobbitt and Charters to Tyler 
and Taba),' this is the oldest and still the ma- 
jor approach to curriculum. As a means- 
ends approach it is logical and prescriptive. 
It relies on technical and scientific princi- 
ples, and includes models, plans, and step- 
by-step strategies for formulating curricu- 
lum. Goals and objectives are specified, 
content and activities are sequenced to coin- 
cide with the objectives, and learning out- 
comes are evaluated in relation to the goals 
and objectives. 

This curriculum approach, which has 
been applied to all subjects for more than 
two-thirds of this century, constitutes a 
frame of reference against which other ap- 
proaches to curriculum are compared.’ 
Other names that have been used to identify 
this approach—including logical-positivist, 
conceptual-empiricist, experientalist, ra- 
tional-scientific, апа technocratic’-—suggest 
that the approach is also technical and 
scientific and that it deals with principles for 
theoreticians and practitioners. 

Textbooks written from this approach in 
the 1980s tend to stress other approaches as 
well.‘ Few pure behaviorists today are writing 
curriculum textbooks, because new, compet- 
ing philosophies and learning theories are 
cropping up and expanding. Nonetheless, 
authors who cluster into the behavioral ap- 
proach rely on prescriptive blueprints for 
curriculum making and consider the curricu- 
lum to be a plan with sequential and struc- 
tured activities, and with predetermined 
roles among curriculum players. They are 
concerned with the technical issues of devel- 
opment and design. Theoretical issues that 


have merit are those that are related to tech- 
nical matters from which todevelop ordesign 
the curriculum. Practical issues are those that 
are concerned with logic, order, and rational- 
ity. Finally, most people who plan and de- 
velop curriculum utilize the behavioral- 
rational approach; regardless of how they 
may classify themselves or how others may 
classify them. 


Systems-Managerial Approach. 


This approach perceives the school as a 
social system, whereby students, teachers, 
curriculum specialists, and others, interact 
according to certain norms and behaviors. 
Curricularists who rely on this approach 
plan the curriculum in an organized way, 
and in terms of programs, schedules, space, 
materials, equipment, personnel, апа ге- 
sources. This approach advocates, among 
other things, selecting, organizing, and 
supervising people involved in curriculum 
decisions. Consideration is given to commit- 
tee and group processes, communication 
processes, leadership methods and strate- 
gies, human relations, and decision making. 

An offshoot of the behavioral-rational 
approach, the systems-managerial approach 
includes rational principles, but not neces- 
sarily behavioral approaches. The manage- 
rial aspect of the approach tends to zero in 
оп supervisory and administrative aspects of 
curriculum, especially the organizational 
and implementation process. Advocates of 
this approach are interested in change and 
innovation, and in how curriculum special- 
ists and supervisors can facilitate these proc- 
esses. The curriculum specialist is consid- 
ered to be a practitioner, not a theoretician, 
and an educational leader—a change agent, 
resource person, and facilitator. 

The approach is rooted in the early 
school organizational and administrative 
models of the 1920s and 1930s, and com- 
bined a host of innovative curriculum and 
instructional plans that centered around in- 
dividualization, departmentalization, grad- 
ing, and work-study-social activities. 


The Field of Curriculum З 


The systems-managerial approach be- 
came the dominant curriculum model in the 
1950s and 1960s for the Association for Su- 
pervision and Curriculum Development 
and various school principals’ and school su- 
perintendents’ associations. During that era, 
Midwest school administrators апа profes- 
sors dominated the field of curriculum in 
terms of setting the priorities and agenda, 
establishing the direction of change and in- 
novation, and planning and organizing cur- 
riculum. 

The pacesetters for this era were such 
school superintendents as Robert Anderson 
(Park Forest, Illinois), William Cornog (New 
Trier Township High School, Winnetka, Illi- 
nois), Robert Gilchrist (University City, 
Missouri), Arthur Lewis (Minneapolis), 
Sidney Marland (Winnetka, Illinois), Lloyd 
Michael (Evanston, Illinois), Gordon McAn- 
drew (Gary, Indiana) and J. Lloyd Trump 
(Waukegan, Illinois).* 

These superintendents were very active 
politically. They used the administrative as- 
sociations, and their respective journals and 
yearbooks, as platforms to publicize their 
ideas. Many, like Anderson, Gilchrist, 
Lewis, and Trump, became professors at 
major universities; others became active as 
board directors and executive committee 
members of the professional organizations 
that had major impact on curriculum, su- 
pervision, and administration. 

These school administrators were less 
concerned about content than about organi- 
zation and implementation. And they were 
less concerned about subject matter, meth- 
ods, and materials than about improving 
curriculum in light of policies, plans, and 
people on a system-wide basis. They envi- 
sioned curriculum changes and innovation 
as they administered the resources and 
restructured the schools. 

It was not far to leap from organizing 
people and policies, a managerial view, to 
organizing curriculum into a system such as 
engineering: processes necessary to plan the 
curriculum by such engineers as superin- 
tendents, directors, coordinators, and prin- 
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cipals; stages: development, design, imple- 
mentation, and evaluation; and structures: 
subjects, courses, units, and lessons. The 
systems approach in curriculum, somewhat 
technical and complex, was influenced by 
systems theory, systems analysis, systems en- 
gineering, and cybernetics. These concepts 
and principles, originally developed by so- 
cial scientists in the 1960s, were used widely 
by school managers as part of administrative 
and organizational theory. 

Most of the early curricularists who de- 
veloped various curriculum systems, with 
the exception of professors George Beau- 
champ and Mauritz Johnson,’ were once 
high-ranking school administrators (i.e., 
associate superintendent of curriculum). 
Some notable such innovators were Chester 
Babcock (Seattle Public Schools), Leslee 
Bishop (Livonia, Michigan, Public Schools), 
John McNeil (San Diego Public Schools), Stu- 
art Rankin (Detroit Public Schools), Har- 
old Shafer (Wyckoff, New Jersey, Public 
Schools), and Glenys Unruh (University 
City, Missouri, Public Schools). McNeil and 
Unruh are still active today. In fact, along 
with Ronald Doll, who also came from this 
era more than twenty-five years ago, they 
have published recent curriculum textbooks 
that express this systems-managerial point 
of view.’ 


Intellectual-Academic Approach. 


Sometimes referred to as the traditional, 
encyclopedic, synoptic, or knowledge-ori- 
ented approach," the intellectual-academic 
approach attempts to analyze and synthesize 
major positions, trends, and concepts of 
curriculum. The approach tends to be his- 
torical or philosophical, and, to a lesser ex- 
tent, social in nature. The discussion of cur- 
riculum making is usually scholarly and 
theoretical (not practical), and concerned 
with many broad aspects of schooling, in- 
cluding the study of education. This expan- 
sion of curriculum boundaries relative to 
the subject of schooling, and the treatment 
of curriculum as intellectual thought, are 
reflected in a good deal of background in- 


formation and broad overview of events and 
people. Д А 

This approach is rooted іп the philosoph- 
ical and intellectual works of John Dewey, 
Henry Morrison, and Boyd Bode.’ It be- 
came popular between the 1930s and 1950s, 
and is illustrated by the lengthy and intellec- 
tual curriculum works of Caswell and 
Campbell, L. Thomas Hopkins, John and 
Mary Norton, B. Othanel Smith, and Flor- 
ence Stratemeyer."’ The influx of new topics 
related to curriculum during this period ex- 
panded the boundaries of the field to in- 
clude a good number of trends and issues, 
and the integration of various instructional, 
teaching, learning, guidance, evaluation, su- 
pervision, and administrative procedures. 
The field became all-encompassing because 
the books published accumulated a great 
deal of curriculum knowledge and subject 
matter. 

After the 1950s, major interest in curric- 
ulum centered around the structure of dis- 
ciplines and qualitative methods. Thus the 
intellectual approach lost some of its glamor 
among curricularists. The texts in the 1980s 
that still reflect this approach frequently 
overwhelm beginning curriculum students 
who usually lack sufficient background in- 
formation and philosophical and theoretical 
insights on the subject."! These texts tend to 
be more appreciated by advanced students 
of the field and by professors of curriculum. 


Humanistic-Aesthetic Approach. 


Other curricularists reflecting on the 
field contend that the just-described curric- 
ulum approaches are rigid. They propose 
that, in their attempt to be scientific and ra- 
tional, curricularists miss the artistic and 
personal aspects of curriculum and instruc- 
tion, do not consider the need for self- 
reflectiveness and self-actualization among 
learners, and ignore the sociopsychological 
dynamics of classrooms and schools. This 
view is rooted in progressive philosophy and 
the activities curriculum movement of the 
1920s and 1930s, which highlighted the 
children’s needs and interests and which 


was spearheaded by Teachers College of 
Columbia University by such people as 
Frederick Bosner, Hollis Caswell, William 
Kilpatrick," and, to a lesser extent, by 
Ellsworth Collings, L. Thomas Hopkins, 
and Harold Rugg." 

From this movement, a host of curricu- 
lum strategies emerged, mainly at the ele- 
mentary school level, including lessons 
based on life experiences, group games, 
group projects, dramatizations, field trips, 
social enterprises, interest centers, and child 
and adolescent needs. These activities in- 
cluded problem solving and active student 
participation; they emphasized socialization 
and life adjustment for students, as well as 
stronger family and school-community ties. 

The humanistic-aesthetic approach be- 
came popular again in the 1970s as rele- 
vancy, radical school reform, and alterna- 
tive education became part of the reform 
movement in education. Current texts that 
reflect the humanistic-aesthetic approach 
are authored by Elliot Eisner and Glen 
Hass." 

Various sociopsychological апа child- 
centered theories to curriculum are derived 
from this approach. The formal or specified 
curriculum is not the only curriculum to 
consider; the informal and hidden curricu- 
lum are also worthwhile. Also, this approach 
considers the whole child, not only the cog- 
nitive dimension. Humanistic theories of 
learning are given equal billing, and some- 
times greater emphasis, than behavioral and 
cognitive theories. Music, art, literature, 
health education, and the humanities are 
just as important as science and math (and 
other academic subjects). 

Curriculum specialists who believe in this 
approach tend to put faith in cooperative 
learning, independentlearning, small-group 
learning, and social activities as opposed 
to competitive, teacher-dominated, large- 
group learning and only cognitive instruc- 
tion. Each child, according to this approach, 
has considerable input in the curriculum, 
and shares responsibility with parents, 
teachers, and curriculum specialists in plan- 
ning that curriculum. 


The Field of Curriculum 5 


Today, demands for educational excel- 
lence and tougher academic standards put 
increasing stress on higher forms of cogni- 
tion (i.e., problem solving, critical thinking, 
intellectual discovery, and divergent think- 
ing), and on subjects such as science and 
math (not art or music). The humanistic- 
aesthetic approach thus represents a minor- 
ity position in curriculum. 


Reconceptualists. 


Some curriculum textbook writers con- 
sider that reconceptualists represent an ap- 
proach to curriculum.” But гесопсер- 
tionalists lack a model for developing and 
designing curriculum (or for dealing with 
technical matters); rather, they tend to focus 
on larger ideological and moral issues of ed- 
ucation (not only curriculum) and economic 
and political institutions of society (not only 
schools). For this reason, and because they 
lack a model for planning curriculum, we 
feel they should be discussed more in a phil- 
osophical or political context—not as a cur- 
riculum approach. 

Reconceptionalists view schools as an ex- 
tension of society. They hold that the pur- 
pose of curriculum ought to be emancipa- 
tory but that instead it has become 
controlling and preserving of the existing 
order. Most of these curricularists are not 
textbook writers (broad based, objective, 
nonpolitical, nonpartisan); rather, they tend 
to be educational critics—advocates of a par- 
ticular philosophical and political position." 

Rooted in the philosophy and social activ- 
ism of such early reconstructionists as 
Counts, Rugg, and Benjamin,” these new 
curricularists wish to rethink, reconsider, 
апа reconceptualize the curriculum. Not 
only do they challenge the traditional, 
scientific, and rational views of curriculum, 
but they also criticize those holding them for 
embodying their own subjective and imper- 
fect sets of values. They assert that other 
ways of knowing are not quantifiable or ob- 
jective as the dominant notion of “good re- 
search” in education. Their approach to 
curriculum is subjective, political, and ideo- 
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logical, and they do not rely on either the 
hard sciences or empirical methods for an- 
swers. 


DEFINITION OF CURRICULUM 


What is curriculum? What is its purpose? 
How does it affect students and teachers? 
The way we define curriculum by and large 
reflects our approach to it. But the relation- 
ship between approach and definition is nei- 
ther perfect nor mutually exclusive; ap- 
proaches and definitions overlap. We can 
specify five basic views or definitions of cur- 
riculum. The first two, the most popular, 
delineate two extremes: specific and pre- 
scriptive versus broad and general. 

A curriculum can be defined as a plan for 
action, or a written document, which in- 
cludes strategies for achieving desired goals 
or ends. This position, popularized by Tyler 
and Taba, exemplifies the overlap previ- 
ously mentioned between definition and ap- 
proach. Most behavioral and systems- 
managerial people today agree with this 
definition. For example, J. Galen Saylor 
defines curriculum “as a plan for providing 
sets of learning opportunities for persons to 
be educated.” Writes David Pratt, “Curric- 
ulum is an organized set of formal educa- 
tional and/or training intentions.” Wiles 
and Bondi view “curriculum as a plan for 
learning [whereby] objectives determine 
what learning is important.”” 

Curriculum can, however, be defined 
broadly—as dealing with the experiences of 
the learner. This view considers almost any- 
thing in school, even outside of school (as 
long as it is planned) as part of the curricu- 
lum. It is rooted in Dewey’s definition of ex- 
perience and education, as well as in Caswell 
and Campbell's view, from the 1930s, that 
curriculum was “all the experiences chil- 
dren have under the guidance of teach- 
ет 

Humanistic-aesthetic curricularists апа 
elementary school curricularists subscribe to 
this definition, which, over the years, has 
been interpreted more broadly by textbook 


writers. State Shepherd and Ragan, “The 
curriculum consists of the ongoing experi- 
ences of children under the guidance of the 
school.” It represents “a special environ- 
ment ... for helping children achieve self- 
realization through active participation 
within the school.”” Eisner points out that 
the curriculum “is a program [the school] 
offers to its students.” It consists of a 
“preplanned series of educational hurdles” 
and “an entire range of experiences a child 
has within the school.”* Finally, Hass con- 
tends that “curriculum is all of the experi- 
ences that individuals have in a program of 
education ... which is planned in terms of 
... theory and research or past and present 
professional practice." 

Three other definitions fall in between 
these two common, almost extreme defini- 
tions. Curriculum can be considered as a sys- 
tem for dealing with people and the processes, 
or organization of personnel апа ргосе- 
dures, for implementing that system. Most 
systems-managerial curricularists adopt this 
definition.” Curriculum can also be viewed as 
afield of study, comprising its own foundations 
and domains of knowledge, as well as its own 
research, theory, and principles. Intellectual- 
academics, such as Orlosky and Smith, Schu- 
bert, and the Tanners, often subscribe to this 
view of curriculum.” 

Finally, curriculum can be considered in 
terms of subject matter (mathematics, science, 
English, history, etc.) or content (the way we 
organize and assimilate information). We 
can also talk about subject matter or content 
in terms of different grade levels. Nonethe- 
less, the emphasis from this viewpoint 
would be on facts, concepts, and generaliza- 
tion of a particular subject or group of sub- 
jects, as opposed to generic concepts and 
principles of curriculum making that cut 
across the field of curriculum. There is no 
particular curriculum approach that ad- 
heres to this definition, and any curriculum 
approach could adopt this definition. Of all 
the current texts, only Shepherd and Ragan 
examine subject matter in depth, and at the 
elementary school level.” 

George Beauchamp asserts that only 


definitions involving a plan, system, and 
field of study represent “key” or “legiti- 
mate” uses of the word curriculum.” But 
the other two definitions (experiences and 
subjects) are also consistent with good 
theory and practice. Surprisingly, there are 
no real curriculum advocates of subjects and 
grades. Because most school systems across 
the country develop curriculum in terms of 
different subjects and grades, it would seem 
that we need to view curriculum more in 
line with this definition than others. The 
fact that practitioners use this form of cur- 
riculum on a daily basis, whereas theoreti- 
cians rarely do (usually professing that they 
wish to examine generic concepts and prin- 
ciples that are applicable to most subjects 
and grades) suggests that the two groups are 
not really talking to each other. Although 
many university curriculum departments 
offer courses in elementary and secondary 
school curriculum, they rarely offer curricu- 
lum courses by subjects—mathematics cur- 
riculum, science curriculum, and so on. 
(Curricularists commonly contend that too 
few students would enroll in these courses 
to justify them.) 


The Problem of Definition. 


The varied definitions of curriculum cre- 
ate confusion апа trivialize the field. 
Definitional debates take away time and en- 
ergy from substantive problems and issues; 
from research, theoretical, and practical ap- 
proaches. Because curricularists cannot 
agree on just what is curriculum, it follows 
that they lack common terms апа have 
trouble communicating with each other. 

Consider the two most common defini- 
tions. The more precise one’s definition of 
curriculum, and the more a person relies on 
a preconceived plan or document, the 
greater the tendency to omit, ignore, or miss 
relevant factors related to teaching and 
learning because they are not part of the 
written plan. As Doll points out, “Every 
school has a planned, formal acknowledged 
curriculum,” but it also has “an unplanned, 
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informal and hidden one” that must be con- 
sidered.” The planned, formal curriculum 
focuses on goals, objectives, subject matter, 
апі organization of instruction; the 
unplanned, informal curriculum deals with 
social-psychological interaction among stu- 
dents and teachers, especially their feelings, 
attitudes, and behaviors. 

If we only consider the planned curricu- 
lum, or if we are too prescriptive in our ap- 
proach, we ignore the unintended and 
dysfunctional (negative) consequences of 
our plans and actions (i.e., suppose the stu- 
dent begins to dislike history or English, 
even though the teacher’s intention was to 
teach Tolstoy). The point is, we cannot be 
too rigid or close-ended, and try to fill in all 
the boxes. There are too many gray areas in 
education, and too many human variables 
that we cannot control or plan for in ad- 
vance. The curriculum must consider the 
smells and sounds of the classroom, the in- 
tuitive judgments and hunches of the 
teacher, and the needs and interests of the 
students that evolve and cannot always be 
planned by the student, teacher, or curricu- 
lum specialist. 

On the other hand, a broad umbrella-like 
definition of curriculum as school experi- 
ences results in other problems. It assumes 
that almost everything that goes on in school 
can be classified or discussed in terms of 
curriculum. It even suggests that curricu- 
lum is synonymous with education. It also 
connotes that almost every field or discipline 
in schools of education has implications for 
curriculum or is part of the curriculum 
field. If nearly everything in schools and in 
the study of education is related to curricu- 
lum, classifying what is not curriculum is 
meaningless. The content of curriculum be- 
comes so diffuse that no one can have suf- 
ficient knowledge, or knowledge that is 
agreed to be of sufficient value, in the field. 
Given this macro view of curriculum, it is 
extremely difficult to become a specialist or 
expert in the field. When the content and 
scope of any field become all-encompassing, 
or so enlarged that they overlap with those 
of many other fields, then it becomes too 
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difficult to delineate that field (say, curricu- 
lum) and separate it from other fields. 


Background Issues for Defining the Field. 


Content or subject matter issues are rele- 
vant too, Is it appropriate to talk about a so- 
cial studies or mathematics curriculum or 
about curriculum in general? Are there gen- 
eral principles of curriculum that apply to 
all subjects, or specific principles that apply 
to specific subjects? Should subject matter 
be organized around separate disciplines or 
based on interdisciplinary and core ap- 
proaches? To what extent is subject a matter 
of student choice, professional choice, or 
parent choice? Should it be determined by 
the community, state, or nation? How 
should subjects be organized: around 
graded or nongraded approaches, ђећау- 
ioral objectives, student activities, social or 
community values, future jobs? What 
portion of subject matter should be clas- 
sified as “general,” “specialized,” or “elec- 
tive”? What is the appropriate mix of com- 
mon subjects versus optional subjects? And 
what is the appropriate stress on facts, con- 
cepts, and principles of subject matter? As 
Beauchamp writes, “The posture . . . one as- 
sumes with respect to the content of a cur- 
riculum inevitably will be of great influence 
upon . . . theory and planning.” Actually, it 
has a major influence on everything that fol- 
lows, from developing, designing, imple- 
menting, and evaluating the curriculum, 
from planning the policies and programs to 
determining the processes and products of 
the curriculum. 

Other issues are related to people. Who 
are the major participants? To what extent 
should students, teachers, parents, and 
community members be involved in curricu- 
lum planning? Why are school administra- 
tors assuming greater roles in curriculum 
matters, and curriculum specialists assum- 
ing fewer roles? What are the roles and re- 
sponsibilities of researchers and practition- 
ers in curriculum making? And, how do we 
improve their communication? 


Fundamental Questions. 


Asking the right questions is crucial for 
addressing basic concerns in curriculum, 
and for determining the basic concepts, 
principles, and research methods of the 
field. If we ask the wrong questions, the 
discussions that follow (even the answers) 
are of little value. The danger in listing a 
host of fundamental questions, however, is 
that they tend to become translated as a set 
of principles or steps to be blindly followed. 
Indeed, appropriate questions can be used 
as a base for raising issues and problems 
that curriculum specialists need to address, 
whether they deal in theory or practice—or 
both. 

The first list of fundamental questions 
was formulated by a famous twelve-person 
committee on curriculum making, organ- 
ized for the Twenty-Sixth Yearbook of the 
National Society for the Study of Education 
(NSSE). This group of curriculum special- 
ists, perhaps the most prestigious ever con- 
vened to present a general statement on the 
principles of curriculum making, started the 
second volume of the Yearbook with eight- 
een “fundamental questions” to serve as a 
basis for “viewing ... the issues and prob- 
lems of curriculum” for that era." The 
eighteen questions focused on five major 
themes: (1) the role of the school in Ameri- 
can Society; (2) the place and function of 
subject matter; (3) the methods and materi- 
als for facilitating learning; (4) the role of 
the professional curriculum specialist; and 
(5) organizational and administrative ques- 
tions of curriculum development.” 

With the exception of Schubert, current 
textbook writers in curriculum do not deal 
with these fundamental questions.’ But 
such questions can help you, the reader, es- 
tablish the basic concepts and principles of 
the field, and can serve as the basis for your 
dealing with the problems and issues in cur- 
riculum. The fundamental questions in Ta- 
ble 1-1 serve as bench marks for the re- 
maining chapters of this text. The questions 
we raise are neutral, and they set the tone 


TABLE 1-1 Fundamental Curriculum Questions 


1. How is curriculum defined? 

2. What philosophies and theories are we 
communicating, intentionally or not, in our 
curriculum? 

3. What social and political forces influence 
curriculum? Which ones are most pertinent? 
Which constrain or impose limitations? 

4. How does learning take place? What learning 
activities are most suitable for meeting the 
needs of our learners? How can these activities 
best be organized? 

What are the domains of curriculum 
knowledge? What types of curriculum 
knowledge are essential? 

6. What are the essential parts of a curriculum? 

7. Why do changes in curriculum take place? How 
does change affect the curriculum? 

8. What are the roles and responsibilities of the 
curriculum specialist? 

9. How is curriculum best organized? 

10. What are the roles and responsibilities of the 
teacher and student in organizing curriculum? 

11. What are our aims and goals? How do we 
translate them into objectives? 

12. How do we define our educational needs? 
Whose needs? How do we prioritize these 
needs? 

13. What subject matter or content is most 
worthwhile? What are the best forms of 
content? How do we organize them? 

14. How do we measure or verify what we are 
trying to achieve? Who is accountable, for 
what, and to whom? 

15. What is the appropriate relationship between 
curriculum and instruction? Curriculum and 
supervision? Curriculum and evaluation? 


= 


for discussing (1) the foundations of curric- 
ulum; (2) the domains (including the devel- 
opment and design) of curriculum; (3) 
theory and practice in curriculum; (4) teach- 
ing and learning; (5) change and innovation 
in curriculum; and (6) issues and trends of 
the field. 


FOUNDATIONS OF CURRICULUM 


Debates continue on what is curriculum, 
and on how to outline the basic foundations 
(or boundaries) and domains (knowledge) 
of the field. An optimistic view would be 
that almost all, if not all, the knowledge con- 


The Field of Curriculum 9 


cerning curriculum is available in the litera- 
ture, but at present it is “widely scattered” 
and is either “unknown or unread” by a ma- 
jority of those who teach or practice curricu- 
lum.” A pessimistic view is that the field 
lacks purpose and direction because it has 
extensively “adapted and borrowed subject 
matter from a number of [other] disci- 
plines,” including its major “principles, 
knowledge and skills.” This is basically the 
same criticism that Joseph Schwab made 
some twenty years ago, when he complained 
that the field was “morbid [because] it has 
adopted theories from outside the field of 
education ... from which to deduce ... 
aims and procedures for schools and class- 
rooms,” 

Some argue that until these problems are 
resolved, curriculum as a field of study will 
be characterized by considerable confusion, 
conflict, and lack of coherence, and that it 
will continue to lack a well-organized pro- 
fessional and political constituency. A more 
optimistic view, however, considers this 
openness or lack of closure as a source of 
richness and challenge. It illustrates that 
curriculum is dynamic and subject to 
change, like schools and society. 


Major Foundations: Philosophy, History, 
Psychology, and Sociology. 


The foundations of curriculum set the 
external boundaries of the knowledge of 
curriculum and define what constitutes 
valid sources of information from which 
come accepted theories, principles, and 
ideas relevant to the field of curriculum. 

The commonly accepted foundations of 
curriculum include the following knowl- 
edge areas: philosophical, historical, psy- 
chological, and social (sometimes cultural, 
political, or economical foundations are in- 
cluded as part of or separate from the social 
foundations). Although curriculum writers 
generally agree on the foundation areas, 
few attempt to analyze or discuss these four 
areas in depth. Of all the recent texts in cur- 
riculum, Miller and Seller put the most em- 
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phasis on the foundation areas—50 percent 
of their text deals with historical, philosoph- 
ical, social, cultural, and psychological foun- 
dations.” They assert that the foundation 
areas serve as the basis for theory in curricu- 
lum, a view that corresponds somewhat with 
the intellectual-academic approach to cur- 
riculum. Not since Robert Zais, another 
intellectual-academic, has such emphasis 
been put on the major foundation areas of 
curriculum.” Other curricularists do not 
put as much emphasis on the foundation 
areas, but still seriously discuss the founda- 
tions in their respective textbooks.” 

Most texts emphasize one or two founda- 
tion areas. The texts of Hunkins and Saylor 
et al., for example, emphasize the social 
foundations. They examine various social, 
as well as related political and economic is- 
sues.” Although Shepherd and Ragan ex- 
amine some historical and social founda- 
tions, they also examine psychological 
principles and ideas (without the label foun- 
dations) extensively throughout the text. 
Elliot Eisner also puts strong emphasis on 
psychological foundations, especially the 
psychology of teaching апа learning." 
Schubert and the Tanners present an exten- 
sive historical overview of curriculum, but 
weave some social and philosophical over- 
tones throughout their respective historical 
treatments of the field.” 

Of course, merely examining the founda- 
tion areas is insufficient. Curricularists need 
to show the relationship of the foundation 
areas and curriculum, They must analyze 
and synthesize what is known about each of 
the foundations, and present implications 
that are relevant to curriculum. In this con- 
nection, Herbert Kliebard claims that the 
field of curriculum is a synoptic one. The 
specialist in curriculum brings perspectives 
from other fields to bear on curriculum. 
This means the curriculum person exam- 
ines and uses the concepts, methods, and re- 
search tools of the philosopher, historian, 
psychologist, sociologist, economist, and po- 
litical scientist." 

Regardless of their approach, or their 


philosophical, historical, social, or psycho- 
logical views, it is natural for curriculum 
people to rely on the foundation areas as a 
means of studying and practicing curricu- 
lum. This text examines four foundation 
areas (in four chapters) with the intention of 
presenting important sources of informa- 
tion from other fields that are pertinent to 
curriculum. It is important that the readers 
analyze and interpret the knowledge of 
foundations presented to establish and clar- 
ify the external boundaries of curriculum. 


The Growing Influence of Psychology. 


We need to point out, also, the growing 
influence upon curriculum and instruction 
of one particular foundation area. Recent 
trends since the Sputnik era of the 1950s show 
the increasing impact of psychology. This was 
illustrated by the behaviorist and cognitive 
models of compensatory education in the 
1960s, the humanistic models of learning in 
the 1970s, and the cognitive theories dealing 
with educational productivity and critical 
thinking in the 1980s. It is further evidenced 
by the shift of subject matter to disciplinary in- 
quiry and modes of thinking, and from em- 
phasis on traditional materials and media to 
language and reading processes. Finally, the 
growing influence of psychology is consid- 
ered to be a major support of instruction, 
learning, and teaching—in the professional 
literature and research dealing with individu- 
alized learning, cooperative learning, aca- 
demic learning time, direct instruction, mas- 
tery learning, and more effective schooling, 
as well as by the empirical emphasis on teach- 
ing methods, teacher behavior, teacher com- 
petencies, and teacher effectiveness. What 
has happened is that such instructional and 
learning theorists as Berliner, Bloom, Bro- 
phy, Doyle, Gage, Good, Evertson, Walberg, 
and Wang, who have strong research, mea- 
surement, and/or statistical backgrounds, 
seem to have filled a void left by curricularists 
who in the past addressed these twin areas 
and envisioned instruction and learning asin- 
tegral to the discussion of curriculum. 


This trend is especially exemplified by 
the educational psychologists, who domi- 
nate and deliver most of the papers at the 
American Educational Research Association 
(AERA) in Division С, “Learning and In- 
struction,” and by: their growing influence 
even in Division B, “Curriculum Studies”. 
Even in two popular curriculum journals, 
Educational Leadership and Phi Delta Kappan, 
most of the papers on instruction and learn- 
ing (as well as teaching) are increasingly 
written by educational psychologists.” 

Indeed, some curricularists seem to have 
lost some of their initiative and influence in 
instruction and learning, what they did well 
(between the 1920s and 1950s) when the 
field of curriculum was expanding and іп- 
cluding many aspects of instruction and 
learning. At that time, many curriculum 
leaders (Harold Alberty, Nelson Bossing, 
Gertrude Noar, John and Mary Norton, 
Hilda Taba, Ralph Tyler, B. Othanel Smith, 
etc.) had strong psychology backgrounds, 
and greater interest in educational measure- 
ment and assessment. 

Some curricularists feel uncomfortable 
about the inroads of psychology; moreover, 
many appear to be less familiar with this 
foundation area compared with others. In 
this connection, we note the scant discussion 
of psychological foundations in curriculum 
texts. (Only two current curriculum texts, 
Kisner’s and Shepherd and Ragan’s, reflect 
a strong psychological approach; Doll and 
Hunkins’s contain some psychological 
discussion)."’ Prior to these texts, one would 
have to turn back to Taba to find a basic text 
in curriculum that emphasized psychology.” 


DOMAINS OF CURRICULUM 


Whereas the foundations of curriculum 
represent the external boundaries of the 
field, the domains of curriculum define the 
internal boundaries, or accepted knowl- 
edge, of the field that can be derived from 
examining published textbooks, articles, 
and research papers. Although curriculum 
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specialists generally agree on the founda- 
tion areas, they often do not agree on what 
represents the domains or common knowl- 
edge of curriculum. The latter problem sug- 
gests that the field is neither a disciplined 
body nor a full profession based upon a 
defined body of knowledge. Many efforts 
have been made to structure a matrix or 
map of the knowledge in curriculum so as to 
help conceptualize or set the boundaries 
within the field. According to some observ- 
ers, the problem is that the knowledge is dif- 
fused in several sources, many unrecog- 
nized as curriculum sources. In addition, 
many known sources are unread because 
there is so much literature to read." 

The lack of consensus of the domains of 
curriculum is illustrated by the experts 
themselves. For example, Beauchamp di- 
vided curriculum knowledge into planning, 
implementation, and evaluation.’ Foshay 
and Beilin divided curriculum knowledge 
into theory, design, and change.” More re- 
cently, Fenwick English viewed curriculum 
in terms of ideological (or philosophical- 
scientific), technical (or design), and 
operational (or managerial) issues.” Finally, 
Edmund Short outlines the domains of cur- 
riculum into policy making, development, 
evaluation, change, decision making, activi- 
ties or fields of study, and forms and lan- 
guage of inquiry (or theory).” 

Despite this lack of consensus, it is impor- 
tant to establish a framework for concep- 
tualizing the domains of curriculum—that 
is, the significant and indispensable curricu- 
lum knowledge necessary to conduct re- 
search and make theoretical and practical 
decisions about curriculum. The problem is, 
however, that few curriculum writers can 
agree on the domains of curriculum knowl- 
edge; in some cases no framework exists 
that connotes curriculum as a distinct enter- 
prise with its own boundaries, internal 
structures, relations, and activities. We 
maintain that, of all the domains of curricu- 
lum knowledge, the development and design 
of the curriculum—what some observers re- 
fer to as the theoretical aspects and what 
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others call the technical aspects of curricu- 
lum—are crucial for any text. 


Curriculum Development. 


Analyzing curriculum in terms of devel- 
opment is the traditional and most common 
approach to the field. The idea is to show 
how curriculum evolves or is planned, im- 
plemented, and evaluated, as well as what 
various people, processes, and procedures 
are involved in constructing the curriculum. 
Such development is usually examined in a 
logical step-by-step fashion, based on behav- 
ioral and managerial approaches to curricu- 
lum and rooted in scientific principles of ed- 
ucation. In other words, the principles are 
generalizable. Many curriculum texts today 
use the terms development and plan in their 
titles—and thus reflect this thinking. 

Saylor et al., for example, outline a concise 
four-step planning model, which includes 
goals and objectives, curriculum design (or 
specifications), curriculum implementation 
(or instruction), and curriculum evaluation. 
The planning model is influenced by several 
social forcesand three social sources of curric- 
ulum—society, learners, and knowledge.” 
Another easy-to-understand approach is by 
Unruh and Unruh, who outline five develop- 
mental steps: goals and objectives, needs as- 
sessment, content, implementation, and eval- 
uation.” Francis Hunkins has designed а 
similar seven-step model, in seven corre- 
sponding chapters: curriculum conceptual- 
ization and legitimization, curriculum diag- 
nosis, content selection, experience selection, 
curriculum implementation, curriculum 
evaluation, and curriculum maintenance.” 

There are more complicated curriculum 
development models, but they are geared 
for the more advanced student of curricu- 
lum. All of these development models, how- 
ever, attempt to show the relationship of 
curriculum to various decisions, activities, 
and processes. They provide us with guide- 
posts, and structure to clarify our thinking. 
he models tend to be graphically or picto- 
rially illustrated, and in terms of input, 
transformations, and output; they are se- 


quential and rational, the curriculum is 
viewed as a total system, and all enterprises 
within the model are conceived as subsys- 
tems. The development models are also the- 
oretical and scientific, and they are designed 
to increase understanding of facts, corre- 
lates, and relationships of curriculum, 
Finally, the models are conceived in tech- 
nical terms—with the assumption that one 
must be knowledgeable of the field to fully 
appreciate and understand them. 

Many curriculum textbook writers tend 
to formulate developmental models. How- 
ever, some curricularists use the term devel- 
opment in their respective textbook titles 
without either formulating their own devel- 
opmental models or even paying much at- 
tention to other models.” But the emphasis 
on development is not without pitfalls. By 
basing their developmental models around 
scientific and technical terms, writers tend 
to overlook the human aspects of teaching 
and learning. By formulating steps that are 
concrete, prescriptive, and measurable, they 
tend to ignore processes that are not readily 
observable or measurable, that are not pre- 
cisely consistent, or that are not applicable 
to a good deal of control. What they some- 
times ignore are the personal attitudes, 
emotions, and feelings linked to teaching 
and learning, and the values and beliefs in- 
volved in curriculum making. 

By adopting developmental models, 
curricularists tend to constrain curriculum 
choices and to limit flexibility in the various 
curriculum sequences or steps—from aims 
and objectives to evaluation of learning 
tasks and outcomes. They sometimes forget 
that the path to curriculum development 5 
strewn with many concessions to social and 
political realities, qualitative judgments that 
require familiarity with teaching effec 
tiveness and allowable choices in teaching 
methods and learning activities, and alter- 
natives that recognize that one kind of cur- 
riculum may be more suitable and success- 
ful with one school (or with one population 
of students and teachers) than another. 

However, adopting one ог more of these 
developmental models does not prevent опе 


from being mindful of these pitfalls. Some 
of the models’ advocates would argue that 
by being systematic, they are able to con- 
sider students in all of their complexity and 
to manage the dynamics and decisions of 
curriculum activity; moreover, they might 
argue that their models consider multiple 
variables and permit choices. 


Curriculum Design. 


Curriculum design refers to the way we 
conceptualize the curriculum and arrange 
its major components (subject matter or 
content, instructional methods and materi- 
als, learner experiences or activities) to pro- 
vide direction and guidance as we develop 
the curriculum. Most curriculum writers do 
not have a single or “pure” design for cur- 
riculum; they tend to be influenced by many 
designs, as they are by many approaches, 
and they are likely to draw bits and pieces 
from different designs. Unless they are 
highly motivated or compelled by one cur- 
riculum approach, or a set of values or tools 
for analyzing the world around them, they 
tend to use eclectic designs and to intermix 
ideas from several sources. 

Nonetheless, the way someone designs a 
curriculum is partially rooted in his or her 
approach to and definition of curriculum. 
For example, those who view curriculum in 
behaviorist terms with a prescribed plan and 
set of learning outcomes and those who con- 
sider curriculum to be a system of managing 
people and organizing procedures will pro- 
duce different curriculum designs. Those 
who have strong psychological views of 
teaching and learning will also present dif- 
ferent designs for curriculum from those 
who have strong social or political views of 
schools. Whereas curriculum development 
tends to be technical and scientific, curricu- 
lum design is more varied, because it is 
based on curricularists’ values and beliefs 
about education, priorities of schooling, and 
views of how students learn. Just asking 
questions such as what are schools for, what 
shall we teach, how shall we teach, and what 
learning theories should we stress evokes 
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considerable controversy. The positions 
writers adopt to these questions, however, 
reflect their preferred designs in curricu- 
lum. 

A number of current curriculum texts fo- 
cus on a particular curriculum design or a 
choice of designs. For example, Saylor et al. 
distinguish five curriculum designs: (1) sub- 
ject matter/disciplines, which involve subject 
matter and knowledge; (2) competencies/ 
technology, which are sequential, analytical, 
and behaviorist; (3) human traits/processes, 
which focus on human behavior and group 
behavior; (4) social functions/activities, which 
pertain to social living and societal needs; and 
(5) individual needs and interests, which 
comprise student-oriented or child-centered 
activities.” 

Wiles and Bondi present six different de- 
signs: (1) conservative-liberal arts designs, 
which emphasize knowledge and intellec- 
tual pursuits; (2) educational technology de- 
signs, which focus on goals and ends, objec- 
tivity, and efficiency; (3) humanistic designs, 
which propose student-centered curricula; 
(4) vocational designs, which are concerned 
with vocational and economic aspects of 
schooling; (5) social-reconstruction designs, 
which are aimed at social improvement of 
society; and (6) deschooling designs, which 
emphasize the deemphasis of formal school- 
ing.” 

In general, a curriculum design should 
provide a basic frame of reference for 
planning—or more precisely, for develop- 
ing—curriculum. A curriculum design is in- 
fluenced to some extent by the writer’s cur- 
riculum approach, but more precisely by his 
or her views of teaching, learning, and in- 
struction. 

The people who go into teaching, and 
eventually become curriculum specialists in 
schools, are often traditional and content 
oriented. This is good, because schools usu- 
ally adopt conservative and cognitive de- 
signs to curriculum, highly liberal and hu- 
manistic designs are likely to encounter 
difficulty in most formal school settings. 
Schools in our society, and almost every- 
where else, are given the traditional task of 
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socializing students in accordance with the 
norms of society (a conservative function) 
and pursuing intellectual tasks (a cognitive 
function). 


Other Domains of Curriculum. 


Those who study curriculum, and who 
contribute to the professional literature, 
must constantly deal with other domains of 
curriculum. Opinions about what curricu- 
lum knowledge is essential vary from one 
scholar to another and from one textbook 
writer to another. There appears to be more 
disagreement than agreement in the status 
and scope of remaining domains of curricu- 
lum. As Rosales-Dordelly and Short assert, 
“The status of the body of curriculum 
knowledge has been described by scholars in 
the field as amorphous, diffuse, incoherent, 
and fragmentary....Few advances һауе 
been made in conceptualizing the field.” In 
introducing his text, McNeil puts it another 
way: “Everything that ought to be known 
about curriculum has not been put into the 
book.” 

The minimum consensus for which we 
can strive is that a curriculum text include a 
discussion of development and design. 
Some might argue that it is important to in- 
clude, also, discussions of current policies, 
trends, and issues in curriculum; methods 
of curriculum change and innovation; 
methods of curriculum research апа іп- 
quiry; basic language and concepts of cur- 
riculum; and other critiquing ways in which 
the field is understood.“ Whatever other 
curriculum knowledge we can agree upon 
in the future as essential would facilitate 
theoretical and practical decisions in curric- 
ulum. 


THEORY AND PRACTICE 


A field of study basically involves theoretical 
and practical knowledge. By theory we 
mean the most advanced and valid knowl- 
edge available that can be generalized and 
applied to many situations. Theory often es- 
tablishes the framework of the field and 


helps persons (researchers and practition 
ers) within the field analyze and synthesize 
data, organize concepts and principles, sug- 
gest new ideas and relations, and even spec- 
ulate about the future. According to 
Beauchamp, theory may be defined as the 
knowledge and statements that “give func- 
tional meaning to a series of events [and] 
take the form of definitions, operational 
constructs, assumptions, postulates, hypoth- 
esis, generalizations, laws or theorems.” In 
the case of curriculum theory, the subject 
matter involves “decisions about . . . the use 
of a curriculum, the development of curric- 
ulum, curriculum design and curriculum 
evaluation.“ This definition suggests a 
scientific and technical approach that em- 
phasizes the domain of knowledge which 
corresponds with curriculum development 
and also with most textbooks today. 

Good theory in curriculum, or in educa- 
tion for that matter, describes and explains 
the various relationships that exist in the 
field. It also implies that there are elements 
of predictability, or that there are rigorous 
laws that yield high probability and control. 
Good theory should also prescribe actions to 
be taken; however, we do not always use 
theory productively in our practice or in ed- 
ucation in general. 

The more variable, complex, or unpre- 
dictable one views the teaching-learning 
process, the more one is impelled toward a 
belief that it is impossible to determine or 
agree upon generalizations or to obtain high 
predictability of outcomes. Curriculum, like 
other aspects of education, involves the use 
of judgments, hunches, and insights that are 
not always conducive to laws, principles, ог 
even generalizations. A curriculum often 
does not emerge as а tightly regulated, pre- 
dictable, or concise set of enterprises, or as а 
result of a single or theoretical mix of prin- 
ciples or processes; rather, it evolves as опе 
act and one choice that lead to others, as in- 
terests emerge, and, finally, as educators 
reflect and quietly self-analyze their think- 
ing. 

Nonetheless, all curriculum texts should 
try to incorporate theory throughout the 


discussion to be systematic in their approach 
and to establish worthwhile practices. In 
fact, according to Taba, “any enterprise as 
complex as curriculum requires some kind 
of theoretical or conceptual framework of 
thinking to guide іс.” There are many the- 
ories and theoretical constructs to examine, 
depending on the author's knowledge and 
interpretation of curriculum. Ideally, the 
data should be what we might call “hard” 
data—scientifically verifiable, quantifiable, 
and/or based on research principles that can 
be generalized in similar situations. Model, 
paradigm, or system referents can be devel- 
oped, too, to show various relationships that 
exist. Most theoretical discussions in curric- 
ulum, in fact, rely on one or more of these 
three referents. ; 

Most curriculum textbook authors would 
argue that their approaches are grounded 
in good theory, and that they examine the 
various theoretical structures and relation- 
ships that exist in curriculum. Some au- 
thors, such as Unruh and Unruh and Zais, 
include (like we do) separate chapters on 
theory.“ Others, like McNeil, combine 
theory and research in one chapter. 

Recent reconceptualist curricularists, 
however, rely оп nonverifiable and non- 
quantifiable data, what we might call “soft” 
data. Instead of presenting logical, rational, 
or so-called objective models, paradigms, or 
systems to show various curriculum rela- 
tionships, they emphasize personal biogra- 
phies, literary criticism, philosophical іп- 
quiry, psychoanalysis, and aesthetic and 
artistic knowledge, as well as ideological (or 
social and political) analysis—which сап 
sometimes be construed as provocative and 
subjective. Their tools of inquiry are value 
laden, not objective; their emphasis is on 
qualitative matters, not quantitative data. By 
most social science standards, their perspec- 
tive would not be considered scientific in 
terms of basic or traditional standards. They 
tend to focus on contemporary issues and to 
carefully select “proofs” and arguments that 
support preconceived beliefs. 

Reconceptualists would argue that tradi- 
tional social science methods have domi- 
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nated, under the guise of certainty, logic, 
and objectivity, but that their methods intro- 
duce new knowledge, new ways of knowing. 
and new tools of research.” They argue that 
traditional curriculum thinkers and theoriz- 
ers are ideological, and that their methods 
and models are also based on preconceived 
assumptions and values.“ 


From Theory to Practice. 


The test of good theory is whether it can 
guide practice. In reverse, good practice is 
based on theory. By practice, we mean the 
procedures, methods, and skills that apply 
to the working world, where a person is on 
the job or actively involved in his or her pro- 
fession. These procedures and methods are 
teachable and can be applied in different sit- 
uations. When applied they should result in 
the practitioner being considered “success- 
ful” or “effective.” 

Regardless of the theories discussed in any 
book, those who work with, shape, or formu- 
late curriculum in one way or another have to 
deal with practice. Such people include ad- 
ministrators, supervisors, and teachers; cur- 
riculum developers and curriculum evalua- 
tors; textbook authors and test makers; and 
individuals assigned to curriculum commit- 
tees, accrediting agencies, school boards, and 
local, regional, state, and federal educational 
agencies. The idea is to present theories that 
are workable for these practitioners, that 
make sense, and that can explain and be ap- 
plied to the real world of classrooms and 
schools. 

According to Elizabeth Vallance, “much 
ado [is] made about the split between theory 
and practice in the dialogues and concerns 
about professional curriculum workers.” 
The crux of the matter is to provide “practi- 
cal answers to very practical questions hav- 
ing to do with design, development, imple- 
mentation, and evaluation of curricula.” 
The distinctions between theory and prac- 
tice are secondary to Vallance, because both 
aspects of curriculum focus on the “same 
curriculum problems.”* 

The problem is, however, that most 


16 The Field of Curriculum 


curricularists, including those who write 
textbooks, have difficulty in fusing theory 
with practice. This is true even though 
many books in curriculum today emphasize 
“theory” and “practice,” or “principles” 
and “processes” to reflect some form of 
theory and practice, in their titles. Perhaps 
the reason curricularists have difficulty 
making the connection between theory and 
practice is that their methods of inquiry 
lend themselves more to theoretical discus- 
sions and less to practical matters. Also, 
good theory is recognized by professors of 
the field (and the research community in 
general) as a worthwhile endeavor; good 
practice is often misconstrued by theoreti- 
cians as a “cookbook” or as “dos and don'ts” 
that are second rate or unimportant. 

Most curriculum texts are more theoreti- 
cal than practical, but so are education text- 
books in general. Despite their claims, 
curricularists seem unable to make the leap 
from theory to practice, from the textbook 
and college course to the classroom and 
school (or other organizations). Good the- 
ory in curriculum (and in other fields of ed- 
ucation) often gets lost as practitioners (say, 
teachers) try to apply what they learned in 
college to the job setting in a search for 
practical solutions to common, everyday 
problems. 

The problem of translating theory into 
practice is further aggravated by practition- 
ers who feel that practical considerations are 
more worthwhile than theory; most teachers 
and principals view theory as unpractical 
and “how to do” approaches as helpful. In 
short, many theoreticians ignore the practi- 
tioners, and many practitioners ignore the 
theoreticians. Moreover, many theoretical 
discussions of curriculum are divorced from 
practical application in the classroom, and 
many practical discussions of curriculum 
rarely consider theoretical relationships. 

Practice involves selecting strategies and 
rules that apply to various situations, like 
good theory, but all situations are not the 
same. This becomes especially evident when 
practitioners try to apply the theory they 
learn in their textbooks. Adopting the right 


method for the appropriate situation is not 
an easy task, and involves a good deal of 
common sense and experience, which no 
one can learn from theoretical discussions, 
No matter how scientific we think our theo- 
ries are, a certain amount of art is involved 
in the practice of curriculum—intuitive 
judgments and hunches that cannot be eas- 
ily predicted or generalized from one situa- 
tion to another, and this confounds theory. 

Just what, then, does curriculum practice 
involve? The response is open to debate. 
But we might say that curriculum practice 
includes understanding the constraints and 
specifics operating within the school (or or- 
ganization in which one is working) and 
comprehending the goals and priorities of 
the school and the needs of the students and 
staff. It also involves planning and working 
with procedures and processes that can be 
implemented in classrooms (or any formal 
group setting) and schools (or any formal 
organization). A successful practitioner in 
curriculum is capable of developing, imple- 
menting, and evaluating the curriculum— 
that is, he or she can select and organize (1) 
goals and objectives; (2) subject matter; (3) 
methods, materials, and media; and (4) 
learning experiences and activities that are 
suitable for learners. 


Curriculum Certification. 


The fact that curriculum lacks certifica- 
tion—specified statewide or professional 
requirements—adds to the problem of de- 
fining and conceptualizing the field, and 
agreeing on curriculum courses at the col- 
lege and university level. This lack of certifi- 
cation should be considered seriously, be- 
cause we need competent people who can 
make wise curriculum decisions. Curricu- 
lum making is a complicated procedure that 
cannot be left to just anyone or any group: 
We need people qualified to serve as gener- 
alists and specialists in curriculum, both as 
resource agents and decision makers. And 
we need people who can maintain a curricu- 
lum balance—in terms of goals, subject mat- 
ter, and learning activities—given the nu- 


merous special-interest groups who wish to 
impose their brand of education on schools. 

Not only do minimum requirements for 
curriculum personnel vary among school 
systems within the same state, not to men- 
tion among states, but the programs in cur- 
riculum vary considerably among colleges 
and universities as well. Because there are 
no state or professional regulations, each 
school of education usually decides its own 
requirements and the courses it will use to 
meet these requirements. The result is a 
proliferation of elective courses in curricu- 
lum programs, and a lack of specialized and 
general, agreed-upon courses. Even when 
curriculum course titles are similar, wide 
differences in content and level of instruc- 
tion are common. 

The irony is that there is great confusion 
about content and experiences in a field that 
should be very clear about its curriculum. 
Although there are many good curriculum 
programs at the university level, there is lit- 
tle guarantee that curricularists who gradu- 
ate from a program know how to develop, 
implement, and evaluate a curriculum—or 
that they can translate theory into practice. 
Some curriculum students may not have 
taken courses in development, implementa- 
tion, or evaluation (especially students in ad- 
ministration), whereas others may have 
taken several. And, no test or screening de- 
vice helps school systems or school board 
officials make choices about curriculum per- 
sonnel, and their expertise in curriculum. 
This also adds to the problem of defining 
who curriculum specialists or generalists, 
and what their respective job titles, roles, 
and responsibilities, are. Is a supervisor a 
curriculum generalist or specialist? What 
about a principal who is supposed to be a 
curriculum and instructional leader? Is a re- 
source teacher, consultant, or director a cur- 
riculum person? And what about the class- 
room teacher? 

Professionals are certified in such other 
fields as teaching, counseling, school psy- 
chology, supervision, administration, and so 
on. Job descriptions and related course re- 
quirements are defined. Students can major 
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in curriculum but they are at risk, because 
curriculum jobs are not well defined and 
there are no certification requirements or li- 
censes that protect their jobs. Curriculum 
positions are definitely available in schools, 
universities, and local, regional, state, and 
federal education agencies, but without 
certification someone other than a curricu- 
lum person can obtain the same job. 

Actually, many curriculum specialists 
who work in schools are certified in other 
fields, which means that their loyalties are 
not often in curriculum or that their educa- 
tional preparation and professional reading 
habits may be closely aligned to other fields. 
Similarly, professors of curriculum, unlike 
professors of elementary education, read- 
ing, counseling, educational administration, 
and so on, are usually schooled in many dis- 
ciplines, not only curriculum per se. Thus, 
the field is open to several interpretations by 
the experts themselves—what curriculum 
should encompass, what knowledge is of 
tangible substance, and what content and 
experiences are essential. 

The lack of certification weakens the role 
of curricularists in the schools, and the influ- 
ence of curricularists at the university level. It 
also encourages local and state policy makers 
and legislators to develop and design the 
school curriculum—to impose standards and 
approve programs in terms of goals, content, 
and subject matter. This is especially true in 
large states like California, Florida, Illinois, 
New York, and Texas, where standards and 
programs are often changed and influenced 
by pressure groups. Because the field lacks 
certification, the responsibilities of curricu- 
lum leaders are vague and diffuse, and a 
strong and organized constituency is lacking 
at the school and university levels. 

Hence, it behooves the professional or- 
ganizations that perceive themselves as cur- 
riculum based (i.e., Association for Supervi- 
sion and Curriculum Development, Division 
B of AERA), and leading professors of cur- 
riculum, as well as practitioners, to put pres- 
sure first on a national level, then state level, 
to formulate certification policy in curricu- 
lum. This is a call for reform. 
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CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 


The relationship between curriculum and 
instruction is not clearly defined in either 
rofessional literature or in current curricu- 
um texts. This vagueness is reflected by the 
fact that about 40 percent of the curriculum 
departments in schools of education across 
the country use only the word curriculum in 
their department names, another 30 per- 
cent refer to curriculum and instruction, an- 
other 25 percent use the terms educational 
leadership or curriculum leadership, which sug- 
gest а curriculum-supervisory-administra- 
tive program, and about 5 percent use the 
term curriculum and supervision.” 
Professional organizations avoid this is- 
sue. They are, in addition, unwilling to 
bring persons together to work through 
well-planned efforts or policy statements in 
this area of concern. Practitioners such as 
teachers often lack time to deal with the re- 
lationship because they are more concerned 
with classroom problems. Principals do гес- 
ognize the importance of both curriculum 
and instruction, and they do consider their 
role to be that of curriculum leader and in- 
structional leader, but they rarely have time to 
act on their concerns because of pressing 
managerial, community, and fiscal responsi- 
bilities. 


Historical Context. 


Eighteenth and nineteenth century Euro- 
pean educators, from Locke and Rousseau 
to Spencer and Herbart, were pioneers in 
pedagogical principles. Their concern was 
not curriculum as we know it, because the 
term itself was unknown until the twentieth 
century. Their concern, rather, was with 
content and teaching methods, which they 
attempted to explore as scientific principles. 
But what they had to say was related to cur- 
riculum, even though the field of study did 
not exist. 

The actual relationship between curricu- 
lum and instruction was touched on slightly 
in the works of Bobbitt and Charters, and 


later in a book by Henry Harap.” Then, in 
1930, it was examined in detail when the fa- 
mous committee for the T wenty-Sixth Year- 
book of the NSSE formulated a composite 
statement about curriculum making. Of the 
twelve steps developed, two were linked to 
instruction: “the place of school subjects in 
instruction” and “measuring the outcomes 
of instruction.” 

Both Tyler and Taba were concerned 
with instruction in their classic texts. This 
was especially true of Tyler, who considered 
instruction to be a plan for teaching the cur- 
riculum and “the procedures for organizing 
learning experiences into units, courses, 
and programs.” One of Tyler’s four major 
questions (or chapters) examined “how 
learning experiences [can] be organized for 
effective instruction.” By entitling his book 
Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction, 
he took the position that both components 
were equally important and part of a contin- 
uous and cyclical process, involving constant 
replanning and reappraisal. 

Taba saw curriculum in a broader context 
than teaching, and teaching їп а broader con- 
text than instruction, Curriculum repre- 
sented the substance and content of what was 
to be learned; teaching was identified with 
the general behavior and methods of the 
teacher for imparting the subject matter to 
the learner; and instruction was viewed as the 
specific activities introduced while teaching 
at various stages of the curriculum. By taking 
this approach, Taba identified instruction as 
something apart from curriculum—and 
something that did not have equal weight 
with curriculum,” 

In the 1960s a good deal of activity 
occurred over theories of instruction and the 
relationship between curriculum апа in- 
struction. Curriculum and instruction were 
defined as separate entities by Jerome 
Bruner, who developed a theory of instruc 
tion that focused on four factors: (1) 
facilitating learning; (2) structuring knowl- 
edge; (3) sequencing learning experiences: 
and (4) pacing rewards and punishments in 
the process of learning and teaching.” In this 


context, curriculum and instruction were 
considered as separate disciplines of educa- 
tion, and both had equal weight. 

James Macdonald argued for clarification 
of terms associated with curriculum, instruc- 
tion, teaching, and learning, Curriculum was 
defined as the “plans for action,” instruction 
was “putting plans into action” (similar to 


Tyler), teaching was “the behavior of the 
teacher” (similar to Taba), and learning was 


the “desired responses” of the learner (si 
lar to both Tyler and Taba).” Singling out in- 
struction as a unique concept among the four 
terms, and basically as the “implementation” 
stage of curriculum, Macdonald advocated 
further research on instruction. 

Finally, Harry Broudy and his colleagues 
spoke of curriculum as a total system; in- 
struction and teaching were subsystems, and 
therefore not as important, Instruction was 
further categorized into five content or sub- 
ject areas, what they termed “study areas,” 
and teaching was further categorized into 
two methods or strategies, what they termed 
“modes."”* They further claimed that even 
though “modes of teaching are not, strictly 
speaking, a part of curriculum, for practical 
purposes it is not useful to ignore them en- 
tirely in curriculum theory.”” This state- 
ment would not significantly differ from 
most current theories of curriculum; more- 
over, the unequal weighting of curriculum 
and instruction would coincide with the ma- 
jority of curriculum texts today. 


Current Context. 


Although Tanner and Tanner devote 
limited space to the relationship between 
curriculum and instruction, they assert that 
to describe both as separate components is 
not only misleading, but also impossible, be- 
cause the dichotomy breaks down when the 
curriculum is implemented at the classroom 
or school level.” To examine them as sepa- 
rate components is like applying the old 
“doctrine of dualism,” which was once criti- 
cized by John Dewey." This doctrine con- 
ceives curriculum as a “means” for 
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achieving the “ends” of education; the ends 
and means are artificially separated or 
viewed as discontinuous functions. The 
Tanners conclude that the need is to synthe- 
size curriculum and instruction as one prob- 
lem, not to analyze them as separate prob- 
lems, It is a view that corresponds with 
Tyler, 

At the other extreme, among current 
textbook writers, is Zais, He separates сиггіс- 
ulum and instruction along the views of 
Broudy and Taba. He views curriculum as a 
broad concept and instruction as a specific 
phenomenon or subsystem (with less impor- 
tance). Instruction is to be introduced at 
some point along a curriculum continuum. 
The point of introduction is flexible, to per- 
mit subjective judgment on the part of the 
teacher: It “is to be selected according to the 
teacher's personality and teacher's style, and 
the students’ needs and interests." 

Most current curricularists take a middle 
position between the Tanners and Zais. Al- 
though they separate curriculum and instruc- 
tion for purposes of discussion, they consider 
one without the other incomplete. The two 
components are fused or brought together at 
times, but they still retain their original char- 
acteristics or independencies—a view similar 
to Bruner and Macdonald. 

Saylor et al., for example, claim that the 
“two terms... are interlocked almost inex- 
tricably as the names . . . Romeo and Juliet. 
Without a curriculum or plan, there can be 
no effective instruction; and without in- 
struction the curriculum has little meaning.” 
However, both curriculum and instruction 
are separately defined; the latter is viewed 
“as the implementation of the curriculum 
plan 

Similarly, Wiles and Bondi assert that 
“curriculum ,.. interfaces with classroom 
instruction.” Curriculum is defined as “a 
plan for learning, involving the selection 
and organization of both content and learn- 
ing experiences.” Instruction is viewed as 
“teachers making daily decisions about con- 
tent, grouping materials, pacing апа se- 
quencing of activities.” 
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And Oliva considers curriculum and in- 
struction “as two entities ... like Siamese 
twins who are joined together [and] one 
may not function without the other.” He 
points out that the relationship is cyclical, 
meaning that they “are separate entities 
with a continuing circular relationship. Cur- 
riculum makes a continuous impact on in- 
struction and, vice versa, instruction impacts 
on curriculum.” 

In the majority of cases, in which the two 
components are fused or depicted in a cyc- 
lical relationship (Oliva’s term), curriculum 
is viewed as a written plan or program that 
serves as a guide; once the curriculum is 
acted upon or put into operation, the plan 
moves to instruction, which involves imple- 
mentation and methodology. Although cur- 
riculum as a plan is inert, instruction as an 
act is alive and evolving. The curriculum 
takes place in the entire school (even outside 
the school) and instruction takes place in the 
classroom (or a specific setting such as an 
auditorium, ballfield, etc.). In this context, 
curriculum deals with the what: What we in- 
terpret students and society to need; the ba- 
sis for our decisions is largely philosophical 
and social in nature. Instruction deals with 
how people learn, that is with the psycholog- 
ical foundations, and with methods, materi- 
als, and media. However, both curriculum 
and instruction modify each other in a con- 
tinuous and multidimensional way: Curric- 
ulum decisions affect instruction, and in- 
structional decisions affect curriculum. 

_ The three approaches to curriculum and 
instruction have their own perspectives: 
The first (synthesis) is an interdisciplinary 
perspective; the second (separation) reflects 
a discipline approach to subject matter or a 
field of study; the third (fusion) is a more 
fluid approach. They all have their short- 
comings, too. Those who wish to synthesize 
both components fail to provide answers 
about how curriculum and instruction can 
be combined; they merely provide theoreti- 
cal insights without dealing with practice; 
they raise more questions than they resolve. 
A total synthesis of both components, for 


example, could blur the principles and 
processes of both curriculum and instruc- 
поп. А 

Those who separate the components fail to 
recognize that it is too simple and rigid to 
claim that one is the subsystem of the other or 
that one takes place prior to the other. Sepa- 
rating one component from the other does 
harm to both, because both become incom- 
plete. Curricularists who separate both com- 
ponents tend tooveremphasize curriculumat 
the expense of instruction, and instructional 
theorists and educational psychologists tend 
to overemphasize instruction at the expense 
of curriculum. Indeed, this model has poten- 
tial for causing conflictand separation among 
people who have a strong interest in only cur- 
riculum or instruction. 

On a theoretical level, we can make a 
good case for the fusion viewpoint, because 
it represents a compromise between synthe- 
ses and separation and because it suggests 
that both components continuously adapt 
and improve. But on a practical level, espe- 
cially in the classroom, curriculum and in- 
structional experiences come and go at a 
very rapid, complex, and amorphous level. 
The two components interface in the class- 
room in different ways under different cir- 
cumstances (with different teachers, stu- 
dents, and subjects), and we cannot always 
observe or measure the relationship or show 
that they modify each other. 

Whether people wish to synthesize curric- 
ulum and instruction, treat them as separate 
components, or take the middle position and 
fuse them reflects their own philosophical 
and psychological views on education. Cur- 
riculum students do not have strong views on 
this subject, and even the experts treat the 
matter briefly in their respective texts. In- 
structional experts (and learning theorists) 
have a definite position; their ideas reflect the 
growing influence of educational psycholo- 
gists in the field of curriculum. The psycho- 
logical school (Berliner, Bloom, Brophy, 
etc.), not curricularists, now dominates the 
field of instruction and provides much риг- 
pose and direction in the relationship be- 


tween curriculum and instruction.” In the fu- 
ture, we hope that curricularists will take a 
stronger and more precise view on instruc- 
tion. 


CONCLUSION 


We have discussed curriculum in a variety 
of ways. We have tried to define it, to show 
the relationship between foundations and 
domains of curriculum, to illustrate how 
theory and practice interrelate with curricu- 
lum, and to describe how curriculum and 
instruction can be viewed as separate or as 
related components. In effect, we have told 
the reader that he or she can focus on ap- 
proaches and definitions, foundations and 
domains, theory and practice, or curriculum 
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and instruction. We feel that no one can 
fully integrate the entire field of curricu- 
lum. Eventually each individual should 
choose an approach and definition, a school 
of philosophy and psychology, developmen- 
tal and design models, theory and practice 
relationships, and curriculum-instruction 
systems he or she wishes to promote. In this 
chapter, we outlined some options; we con- 
tinue to do so in the remaining text. 

In presenting this broad overview of cur- 
riculum, we have also tried to show how cur- 
rent texts in curriculum examine these theo- 
retical dimensions or issues, and how, in 
terms of philosophy and direction, they fit 
into the field of curriculum. This informa- 
tion is summarized in Table 1-2. However, 
we caution the reader that it is not easy to 
categorize authors and textbooks into pure 


TABLE 1-2 Overview of Curriculum Texts Since 1980 


Curriculum Curriculum Curriculum Curriculum 
Author Approach Definition Foundations Domains 
Beane et al. Behavioral Plan Social Change 
(1986) 
Doll (1986) Systems Plan Social, psychological Change 
Eisner (1985) Humanistic Plan, experiences Psychological Teaching-learning 
Hass (1983) Humanistic Plan, experiences Philosophical, social, Teaching-learning 
psychological 
Hunkins (1980) Behavioral Plan, system Social, psychological Development-design 
McNeil (1985) Systems System, field Historical, social, Change, issues 
political 
Miller & Seller Intellectual Field Historical, Development 
(1985) philosophical, social, 
psychological 
Oliva (1982) Behavioral Plan, experiences Social Development 
Orlosky & Intellectual Plan, field Social, psychological Development, change 
Smith (1980) 
Pratt (1980) Behavioral* Plan, system Historical Development 
Saylor et al. Behavioral" Plan Social Development-design, 
(1981) issues 
Schubert (1986) Intellectual Field Historical, social Development, issues 
Shepherd & Intellectual” Field, experiences, Psychological Teaching-learning 
Ragan (1985) subjects а 
Tanner & Intellectual Field Historical, Change, issues 
Tanner philosophical 
(1980) ; 
Unruh & Systems Plan, system Social Development, issues 
Unruh (1984) 3 5 
Wiles & Bondi Systems Plan, grades Philosophical, social Development-design, 
(1984) change 
Notes: a = sometimes designated as a systems-managerial approach to curriculum. 
b = sometimes designated as a humanistic approach to curriculum. СА 
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types. Not only may overlap exist in some 
cases, but also some people may represent 
more than one category—at least on differ- 
ent issues. Finally, we have attempted to set 
the stage for the discussions that follow on 
the foundations of curriculum, the domains 
of curriculum, and the issues of curriculum. 
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chapter 2 


PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS 


Philosophy is an important foundation of 
curriculum because the philosophy advo- 
cated or reflected by a particular school and 
its officials influences its goals or aims and 
content, as well as the organization of its 
curriculum. Studying philosophy helps us 
deal with our own personal systems of be- 
liefs and values: The way we perceive the 
world around us, and how we define what is 
important to us. It helps us understand who 
we are, why we are, and, to some extent, 
where we are going. 

Philosophy deals with the larger aspects 
of life, the problems and prospects of living, 
and the way we organize our thoughts and 
facts. It is an effort to see life and its prob- 
lems in full perspective. It requires looking 
beyond the immediate to causes and rela- 
tionships and to future developments. It in- 
volves questioning one’s own point of view 
as well as the views of others; it involves 
searching for defined and defensible values, 
clarifying one’s beliefs and attitudes, and 
formulating a framework for making deci- 
sions and acting on these decisions. 


OF CURRICULUM 


Philosophical issues have always and still 
do impact on schools and society. Contem- 
porary society and the schools in it are 
changing fundamentally and rapidly, much 
more so than in the past. The special ur- 
gency that dictates continuous appraisal and 
reappraisal calls for a philosophy of educa- 
tion. As William Van Til puts it, “Our 
source of direction is found in our guiding 
philosophy. ... Without philosophy, [we 
make] mindless vaults into the saddle like 
Stephen Leacock’s character who ‘flung 
himself from the room, flung himself upon 
his horse, and rode madly off in all direc- 
tions.’ ”! In short, our philosophy of educa- 
tion influences, and to a large extent deter- 
mines, our educational decisions, choices, 
and alternatives. 


PHILOSOPHY AND CURRICULUM 


Philosophy provides educators, especially 
curriculum workers, with a framework or 
base for organizing schools and classrooms. 
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It helps them answer what schools are for, 
what subjects are of value, how students 
learn, and what methods and materials to 
use. It provides them with a framework for 
broad issues and tasks, such as determining 
the goals of education, the content and its 
organization, the process of teaching and 
learning, and in general what experiences 
and activities they wish to stress in schools 
and classrooms. It also provides them with a 
basis for dealing with precise tasks and for 
making such decisions as what workbooks, 
textbooks, or other cognitive апа поп- 
cognitive activities to utilize and how to util- 
ize them, what homework to assign and how 
much of it, how to test students and how to 
use the test results, and what courses or sub- 
ject matter to emphasize. 

The importance of philosophy in deter- 
mining curriculum decisions is expressed 
well by L. Thomas Hopkins: 


Philosophy has entered into every important de- 
cision that has ever been made about curriculum 
and teaching in the past and will continue to be 
the basis of every important decision in the fu- 
сиге. 

When a state office of education suggests a 
pupil-teacher time schedule, this is based upon 
philosophy, either hidden or consciously formu- 
lated. When a course of study is prepared іп ad- 
vance in a school system by a selected group of 
teachers, this represents philosophy because a 
course of action was selected from many choices 
involving different values. When high school 
teachers assign to pupils more homework for an 
evening than any one of them could possibly do 
satisfactorily in six hours, they are acting on phi- 
losophy although they are certainly not aware of 
its effects. When a teacher in an elementary 
school tells a child to put away his geography and 
study his arithmetic she is acting on philosophy 
for she has made a choice of values. If she had 
allowed the child to make the choice she would 
have been operating under a different set of be- 
liefs. Many persons believe that children can best 
be educated to live in a democracy by rigid au- 
thoritarian control through the adolescent pe- 
под. Others believe that democratic interaction 
should be practiced as soon as the child is capable 
of distinguishing among subjects, situations, ac- 
tivities, which is a number of years before he usu- 
ally enters school. When teachers shift subject 


matter from one grade to another, they act on 
philosophy. When measurement experts inter- 
pret their test results to a group of teachers, they 
act upon philosophy, for the facts have Meaning 
only within some basic assumptions. There is 
rarely a moment in a school day when a teacher is 
not confronted with occasions where philosophy 
is a vital part of action. An inventory of situations 
where philosophy was not used in curriculum 
and teaching would lead to a pile of chaff thrown 
out of educative experiences.’ 


Hopkins’s statement reminds us how im- 
portant philosophy is to all aspects of curric- 
ulum decisions, whether it operates overtly 
or covertly, whether we know that it is oper- 
ating or not. Indeed almost all elements of 
curriculum are based on philosophy. As 
John Goodlad points out, philosophy is the 
beginning point in curriculum decision 
making and is the basis for all subsequent 
decisions regarding curriculum.’ Philoso- 
phy becomes the criterion for determining 
the aims, means, and ends of curriculum. 
The aims are statements of value, based on 
philosophical beliefs; the means represent 
processes and methods, which reflect philo- 
sophical choices; and the ends connote the 
facts, concepts, and principles of the knowl- 
edge or behavior learned, or what we feel is 
important to learning, which is also philo- 
sophical in nature. 

Smith, Stanley, and Shores also put great 
emphasis on the role of philosophy in devel- 
oping curriculum; it is essential, they posit, 
when (1) formulating and justifying educa- 
tional purposes; (2) selecting and organizing 
knowledge; (3) formulating basic proce- 
dures and activities; and (4) dealing with 
verbal traps (what we see versus what is 
real).* Curriculum theorists, they point out, 
often fail to recognize both how important 
philosophy is and how it influences other as- 
pects of curriculum. 


Philosophy and the Curriculum Worker. 


The philosophy of the curriculum 
worker reflects his or her life experiences, 
common sense, social and economic back- 
ground, education, and general beliefs 


about him- or herself and people. An indi- 
vidual’s philosophy evolves and continues to 
evolve as long as he or she continues to grow 
and develop, and as long as he or she learns 
from experience. One's philosophy is a de- 
scription, explanation, and evaluation of the 
world as seen from one’s own perspective, 
or through what some social scientists call 
“social lenses.” 

Curriculum workers can turn to many 
sources, but no matter how many sources 
they may draw upon or how many authori- 
ties they may read or listen to, the decision is 
theirs to accept or reject so-called explana- 
tions and truths presented. The decision is 
shaped by past and contemporary events 
and experiences that have affected them 
and the social groups with which they iden- 
tify; it is based on values (attitudes and be- 
liefs) that they have developed, and their 
knowledge and interpretation of causes, 
events, and their consequences. Philosophy 
becomes principles for guiding action. 

No one can be totally objective in a cul- 
tural or social setting, but curriculum work- 
ers can broaden their base of knowledge 
and experiences, try to understand other 
people’s sense of values, and analyze prob- 
lems from various perspectives. They can 
also try to modify their own critical analyses 
and points of view by learning from their 
experiences and others. Curriculum work- 
ers who are unwilling to modify their points 
of view, or compromise philosophical posi- 
tions, when school officials or the majority 
of their colleagues lean toward another phi- 
losophy, are at risk of causing conflict and 
disrupting the school. Ronald Doll puts it 
this way: “Conflict among curriculum plan- 
ners occurs when persons . . . hold positions 
along a continuum of [different] beliefs and 
‚.. persuasions.” The conflict may become 
so intense that “curriculum study grinds (0 а 
halt.” Most of the time, the differences can 
be reconciled “temporarily in deference to 
the demands of a temporary, immediate 
task. However, teachers and administrators 
who are clearly divided in philosophy can 
seldom work together in close proximity for 
long periods of time.” 
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The more mature and understanding 
one is, and the less personally threatened 
and ego involved one is, the more capable 
one is of reexamining or modifying his or 
her philosophy, or at least of being willing to 
appreciate other points of view. It is impor- 
tant for curriculum workers to consider 
their attitudes and beliefs as tentative—as 
subject to reexamination whenever facts or 
trends challenge them. 

Equally dangerous for curriculum work- 
ers is the opposite: Indecision or lack of any 
philosophy, which can be reflected in at- 
tempts to avoid commitment to sets of 
values. A measure of positive conviction is 
essential to prudent action, even though to- 
tal objectivity is not humanly possible. Hav- 
ing a personal philosophy that is tentative or 
subject to modification does not lead to lack 
of conviction or disorganized behavior. Cur- 
riculum workers can arrive at their conclu- 
sions on the best evidence available, and 
they can change when better evidence sur- 
faces. 


Philosophy as a Curriculum Source. 


The function of philosophy can be con- 
ceived as either (1) the base or starting point 
in curriculum development or (2) an inter- 
dependent function with other functions in 
curriculum development. John Dewey rep- 
resents the first school of thought. He con- 
tended that “philosophy тау... be defined 
as the general theory of education,” and 
that “the business of philosophy is to pro- 
vide” the framework for the “aims and 
methods” of schools. For Dewey, philosophy 
provides a generalized meaning to our lives 
and a way of thinking; it is “an explicit for- 
mulation of the . . . mental and moral habi- 
tudes in respect to the difficulties of contem- 
porary social life.” Philosophy is not only a 
starting point for schools, it is also crucial 
for all curriculum activities. For Dewey, “ed- 
ucation is the laboratory in which philo- 
sophic distinctions become concrete and are 
tested.” 

In Ralph Tyler's framework of curricu- 
lum, philosophy is commonly one of five cri- 
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teria for selecting educational purposes. 
The relationships between philosophy and 
the other criteria—studies of learners, stud- 
ies of contemporary life, suggestions from 
subject specialists, and the psychology of 
learning—are shown in Figure 2-1. Al- 
though philosophy is not the starting point 
in Tyler's curriculum, but rather interacts 
оп an equal basis with the other criteria, 
Tyler, highly influenced by Dewey, seems to 
place more importance on philosophy for 
developing educational purposes. Не 
writes, “The educational and social philoso- 
phy to which the school is committed can 
serve as the first screen for developing the 
social program.” He concludes that “philos- 
ophy attempts to define the nature of the 
good life and a good society,” and that the 
“educational philosophies in a democratic 
society are likely to emphasize strongly dem- 
ocrati¢ values in schools.”* 

For John Goodlad, there can be no seri- 
ous discussion about philosophy until we 
embrace the question of what education is. 
When we agree on what education is, we can 
ask what schools are for. Then we can pur- 
sue philosophy, aims, and goals of curricu- 
lum. According to Goodlad, the school’s 
first responsibility is to the social order, what 


FIGURE 2-1 Tyler's View of Philosophy in 
Relation to School Purposes 


he calls the “nation-state,” but in our society 
the sense of individual growth and potential 
is paramount, too." This duality—society уз. 
the individual—has been a major philosoph- 
ical issue in western society for centuries, 
and was very important in Dewey’s works. 
As the latter claimed, we not only wish “to 
make [good] citizens and workers,” but also 
we ultimately want “to make human beings 
who will live life to the fullest.” 

This duality—allegiance to the nation 
and fulfillment of the individual—is a noble 
aim that should guide all curriculum spe- 
cialists—from the means to the ends. When 
many individuals grow and prosper, then 
that society flourishes since it is comprised 
of many individuals. The original question 
set forth by Goodlad can be answered now. 
Education is growth and the meaning that 
the growth has for the individual and soci- 
ety; it is a never ending process (so long as 
life exists), and the richer the meaning the 
better the quality of the educational process. 


MAJOR PHILOSOPHIES 


In any consideration of the influence of 
philosophical thought on curriculum, ѕеу- 


eral classification schemes are possible; no 
superiority is thus claimed for the categories 
used in the following discussion. The cluster 
of ideas as organized here are those that of- 
ten evolve during curriculum development. 

Labeling a philosophical idea, method, or 
proponent may give rise to argument. Dif- 
ferences within philosophical groups are 
sometimes greater than differences between 
groups. Also, anyone who embraces an ex- 
treme point of view may very likely be criti- 
cal of other views. 

Four major philosophies have influenced 
education in the United States: Idealism, 
realism, pragmatism, and existentialism. 
Here, we present short overviews to define 
and identify each philosophy. The first two 
philosophies are traditional, and the latter 
two are contemporary. 


Idealism. 


Plato is often identified as giving classic 
formulation to idealist philosophy, one of 
the oldest that exists. The German philoso- 
pher Hegel created a comprehensive view 
of the historical world based on idealism. In 
the United States, transcendentalist philoso- 
phers Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry 
Thoreau outlined an idealist conception of 
reality. In education, Fredrich Froebel, the 
founder of kindergarten, was a proponent 
of idealist pedagogy. William Harris, who 
popularized the kindergarten movement 
when he was Superintendent of Schools in 
St. Louis, Missouri, and who became U.S. 
Commissioner of Education at the turn of 
the twentieth century, used idealism as a 
source for this administrative philosophy. 
The leading contemporary proponent of 
idealism is J. Donald Butler." 

Idealism emphasizes moral and spiritual 
reality as the chief explanation of the world. 
Truth and values are seen as absolute, time- 
less, and universal. The world of mind and 
ideas is permanent, regular, and orderly; it 
represents a perfect order. Eternal ideas are 
unalterable and timeless. To know is to re- 
think the latent ideas that are already pre- 
sent in the mind. The teacher's task is to 
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bring this latent knowledge to conscious- 
ness. As a primarily intellectual process, 
learning involves recalling and working with 
ideas; education is properly concerned with 
conceptual matters." 

The idealist educator prefers the order 
and pattern of a subject matter curriculum 
that relates ideas and concepts to each 
other. The most important subjects and 
highest form of knowledge recognize 
relationships and integrate concepts to each 
other. In this vein, the curriculum is hier- 
archical, and it constitutes the cultural heri- 
tage of humankind; it is based on learned 
disciplines, illustrated by the liberal arts cur- 
riculum. 

At the top of this hierarchy are the most 
general or abstract subjects: Philosophy and 
theology; they cut across time, place, and 
circumstances, and they apply to a wide 
range of situations and experiences. Mathe- 
matics is important because it cultivates the 
power to deal with abstract thinking. His- 
tory and literature also rank high because 
they are sources of moral and cultural mod- 
els. Lower in the curricular ladder are the 
natural and physical sciences, which deal 
with particular cause and effect relation- 
ships. Language is also an important sub- 
ject, because it is necessary for communica- 
tion and facilitates conception of thought. 


Realism. 


Aristotle is often linked to the develop- 
ment of realism, another traditional school 
of thought. Thomas Aquinas's philosophy, 
which combined realism with Christian doc- 
trine, developed ап offshoot of realism, 
called thomism, on which much of Catholic 
education and religious studies today аге 
rooted. Pestalozzian instructional principles, 
which began with concrete obj and 
ended with abstract concepts, were based on 
realism. Such modern educators as Harry 
Broudy and John Wild are leading realists.” 

The realist views the world in terms of 
objects and matter. People can come to 
know the world through their senses and 
their reason, Everything is derived from na- 
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ture and is subject to its laws. Human behay- 
ior is rational when it conforms to the laws 
of nature, and when it is governed by phys- 
ical and social laws. 

Like the idealist, the realist stresses a cur- 
riculum consisting of organized, separate 
subject matter, content, and knowledge that 
classifies objects. For example, the experi- 
ences of humankind comprise history. Ani- 
mals can be studied as zoology. Like the ide- 
alist, the realist locates the most general and 
abstract subjects at the top of the curricular 
hierarchy, and gives particular and transi- 
tory subjects a lower order of priority. Logic 
and lessons that exercise the mind, and that 
cultivate rational thought, are stressed. Con- 
cepts and systems that can be organized into 
subjects—such as ethical, political, and eco- 
nomic thought—are also included in the 
curriculum. The three “Rs” (reading, writ- 
ing, and arithmetic) are also necessary in a 
person’s basic education." 

Whereas the idealist considers the classics 
to be the ideal subject matter, because the 
curriculum can be fixed and will not vary 
with time, the realist views subject matter 
experts as the source of authority. For the 
idealist, knowledge comes from studying 
the external ideas and universal truths 
found in the arts, but for the realist reality 
and truth emanate from both science and 
art. 


Pragmatism. 


In contrast to the traditional philoso- 
phies, pragmatism, also referred to as ex- 
perimentalism, is based on change, process, 
and relativity. Whereas idealism and realism 
emphasize subject matter, disciplines, and 
content or ideas, pragmatism construes 
knowledge as a process in which reality is 
constantly changing. Learning occurs as the 
person engages in problem solving; prob- 
lem solving is, moreover, transferable to a 
wide variety of subjects апа situations. 
Knowing is considered a transaction be- 
tween learner and environment. Basic to 
this interaction is the notion of change. Both 
the learner and environment are constantly 


changing, as are the transactions or ex- 
periences. To disregard social change, and 
to consider only what is changeless, as the 
idealists do, or only our heritage, as the real- 
ists do, is unrealistic and unwise. Concepts 
of unchanging or universal truths, such as 
the traditional philosophies advocate, are 
senseless. The only guides that people have 
in their interaction with the social world or 
environment are established generalizations 
or tentative assertions that are subject to 
further research and verification. 

To a pragmatist, nothing can be viewed 
intelligently except in relation to a pattern. 
The whole affects the parts, and the parts 
and the whole are all relative. ‘The ideal 
teaching method is concerned not so much 
with teaching the learner what to think as 
with teaching him or her to critically think. 
Teaching is more exploratory than explana- 
tory. The method is more important than 
the subject matter. What is needed is a 
method for dealing with change and scien- 
tific investigation in an intelligent manner. 

Scientific developments at the turn of the 
twentieth century accelerated the pragmatic 
philosophy. Society’s accepting scientific ex- 
planations for phenomena, and its recog- 
nizing the forces of change, challenged the 
long-standing traditional views of idealism 
and realism. In 1859 Charles Darwin's Ori- 
gin of the Species shook the foundations of 
the classic view of human’s notion of the 
universe. Charles Pierce, a mathematician, 
and William James, a psychologist, devel- 
oped the principles of pragmatism, which 
(1) rejected the dogmas of preconceived 
truths and eternal values, and (2) promoted 
the method of testing and verifying ideas. 
The truth was no longer absolute or univer- 
sal, but rather it had to be proven in relation 
to facts, experience, and/or behaviors." 

The great educational pragmatist was 
John Dewey, who viewed education as a 
process for improving (not accepting) the 
human condition. The school was seen as a 
specialized environment that coincided with 
the social environment. No demarcation ex- 
ists between school and society. The curric- 
ulum, ideally, is based on the child’s experi- 


ences and interests, and prepares him or 
her for life’s affairs and for the future.” 
The subject matter is interdisciplinary, 
rather than located within a single or group 
of disciplines. The stress is on problem solv- 
ing, not mastering organized subject matter, 
and using the scientific method, not a bunch 
of facts or a point of view. 

The pragmatists consider teaching and 
learning to be a process of reconstructing 
experience according to the scientific 
method. Learning takes place in an active 
way as learners, either individually or in 
groups, solve problems. These problems, as 
well as the subject matter, will vary in re- 
sponse to the changing world. For the 
learner, it is most important to acquire the 
method or process of solving problems in an 
intelligent manner. 


Existentialism. 


Whereas pragmatism is mainly an Ameri- 
can philosophy that evolved just prior to the 
turn of the twentieth century, existentialism 
is mainly a European philosophy that origi- 
nated before the turn of the century but be- 
came popular after World War П. In 
American education, such people as Maxine 
Greene, George Kneller, and Van Cleve 
Morris are well-known existentialists who 
stress individualism and personal self- 
fulfillment." 

According to existentialist philosophy, 
people are thrust into a number of choice- 
making situations. Some choices are minor 
and others are significant, but the choice is 
the individual’s, and the decisions lead to 
personal self-definition. A person creates 
his or her own definition and in doing so 
makes his or her own essence. We are what 
we choose to be. The essence we create is a 
product of our choices; this varies, of 
course, among individuals. 

Existentialists prefer to free learners to 
choose what to study and also to determine 
what is true and by what criteria to deter- 
mine these truths. The curriculum would 
avoid systematic knowledge or structured 
disciplines, and the students would be free 
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to select from many available learning situa- 
tions. The learners would choose the knowl- 
edge they wish to possess. On both of these 
curricular points, some educators would 
criticize the philosophy as too unsystematic 
or laissez-faire to be included at the elemen- 
tary school level. 

Existentialists believe that the most im- 
portant kind of knowledge is about the hu- 
man condition and the choices that each 
person has to make, and that education is a 
process of developing consciousness about 
the freedom to choose and the meaning of 
and responsibility for one’s choices.” Hence, 
the notion of group norms, authority, and 
established order—social, political, philo- 
sophical, religious, and so on—are rejected. 
The existentialists recognize few standards, 
customs or traditions, or eternal truths; in 
this respect, existentialism is at odds with 
the ideas of idealism and realism. 

Some critics (mainly traditionalists or 
conservatives) claim that existentialism as a 
philosophy for the schools has limited appli- 
cation because education in our society, and 
in most other modern societies, involves in- 
stitutionalized learning апа socialization, 
which require group instruction, restric- 
tions on individuals’ behavior, and bureau- 
cratic organization. Schooling is a process 
that limits students’ freedom and that is 
based on adult authority and on the norms 
and beliefs of the mass or common culture. 
The individual existentialist, exerting his or 
her will and choice, will encounter difficulty 
in school—and in other large, formal organ- 
izations. 

An existentialist curriculum would con- 
sist of experiences and subjects that lend 
themselves to philosophical dialogue and 
acts of choice making. Because the choice is 
personal and subjective, subjects that are 
emotional, aesthetic, and philosophical are 
appropriate. Literature, drama, film mak- 
ing, art, and so on, are important, because 
they portray the human condition and 
choice-making conditions. The curriculum 
would stress self-expressive activities, exper- 
imentation, and methods and media that 
illustrate emotions, feelings, and insights. 
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The classroom would be rich in materials 
that lend themselves to self-expression, and 
the school would be a place in which the 
teacher and students could pursue dialogue 
and discussion about their lives and 
choices." 


EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHIES 


Although aspects of educational philosophy 
can be derived from the roots of idealism, 
realism, pragmatism, and existentialism, a 
common approach is to provide a pattern of 
educational philosophies. Four agreed- 
upon philosophies of education have 
emerged: Perennialism, essentialism, pro- 
gressivism, and reconstructionism. Each of 
these four philosophies of education has 
roots in one or more of the four major 
philosophical traditions. For example, 
perennialism draws heavily on the princi- 
ples of realism; essentialism is rooted in ide- 
alism and realism; and progressivism and 
recontructionism stem from pragmatism. 
Some reconstructionism has linkages to ex- 
istentialist knowing and teaching. 


Perennialism. 


Perennialism, the oldest and most con- 
servative educational philosophy, is rooted 
in realism. Much of colonial апа post-colo- 
nial American education, up to the late 
nineteenth century, was dominated by pe- 
rennialist thinking. At the elementary 
school level, the curriculum stressed the 
three Rs, as well as moral and religious 
training; at the secondary level, it empha- 
sized such subjects as Latin, Greek, gram- 
mar, rhetoric, logic, and geometry. 

As a philosophy of education, perenni- 
alism relies on the past, especially the past 
asserted by agreed-upon, universal knowl- 
edge and cherished values of society. It is a 
plea for the permanency of knowledge that 
has stood the test of time and for values that 
have moral, spiritual, and/or physical con- 
stancies of existence. It is a view of the 
unchanging nature of the universe, human 
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nature, truth, knowledge, virtue, beauty, 
and so on. As Robert Hutchins, a long-time 
advocate of perennialism, noted: “The 
function of man as man is the same in every 
society. ... The aim of the educational sys- 
tem is the same in every age and in every so- 
ciety where such a system can exist; it is to 
improve man as man.” With this interpre- 
tation, education becomes constant, abso- 
lute, and universal. 

For perennialists, the answers to all edu- 
cational questions derive from the answer to 
one question: What is human nature? The 
perennialists contend that human nature is 
constant. Humans have the ability to reason 
and to understand the universal truths of 
nature. The goal of education is to develop 
the rational person and to uncover universal 
truths by carefully training the intellect. 
Character training is also important as a 
means of developing one’s moral and spiri- 
tual being. 

The curriculum of the perennialist is sub- 
ject-centered; it draws heavily on defined 
disciplines or logically organized bodies of 
content—what proponents call “liberal” 
education—with emphasis on language, lit- 
erature, and mathematics, on the arts and 
sciences. The teacher is viewed as an author- 
ity in the field whose knowledge and expert- 
ise are unquestionable. The teacher, accord- 
ingly, must be a master of the subject or 
discipline and must be able to guide dis- 
cussion. Teaching is, in fact, the art of 
stimulating discussion and the inherent ra- 
tional powers of the students. Teaching is 
primarily based on the Socratic method: 
Oral exposition, lecture, and explication. 

Students’ interests are irrelevant for cur- 
riculum development because students are 
immature and lack the judgment to deter- 
mine what are the best knowledge and 
values to learn. Whether the students dislike 
the subject matter is secondary.” There is 
only one common curriculum for all stu- 
dents, with little room for elective subjects, 
vocational, or technical subject matter. 


Permanent Studies. The best way of ob- 
taining enduring knowledge and truths to- 
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day, according to perennialists, is through 
the permanent studies that comprise our in- 
tellectual heritage. This content 15 embodied 
in what is commonly called the liberal arts, 
or, according to Robert Hutchins the “Great 
Books” of the Western world that cover the 
foundations of Western thought and “every 
department of knowledge.” The approach 
is to read and discuss the great works of 
great thinkers, which, in turn, should disci- 
pline the mind and cultivate the intellect. 
Among the great books are the works of 
Plato, Aristotle, St. Augustine, St. Thomas 
Aquinas, Erasmus, and Shakespeare. 

The idea is to read these writers in their 
original languages, which is why students 
must learn Latin and Greek. In addition to 
the classics, and the study of language, 
Hutchins urges the study of the three Rs, as 
well as grammar, rhetoric, logic, advanced 
mathematics, and philosophy.*! This is basi- 
cally the curriculum of the past; it treats hu- 
man nature as rational and knowledge as 
absolute and unchanging. For Hutchins, 
this type of education “develops intellectual 
power. . . itis not a specialized education or 
a pre-professional education; it is not a utili- 
tarian education. It is an education calcula- 
ted to develop the mind.” It is a universal, 
broad education that prepares the individ- 
ual to think, to prepare for many possible 
jobs, and to deal with life and the real world. 
By studying the great ideas of the past, one 
can better cope with the future. 


Paideia Proposal. A recent revival of 
perennialism appeared with the publication 
Paideia Proposal by Mortimer Adler. Adler 
developed three types of curriculum and in- 
struction to improve the intellect: acquisi- 
tion of organized knowledge to be taught by di- 
dactic instruction, development of basic 
skills by coaching and understanding of 
ideas, and values to be taught by the Socratic 
method.” 

A broad liberal education is considered 
the best and only type of education for all 
students; in short, the same curriculum and 
quality of teaching and learning should be 
provided to all students. Among the subjects 


identified as indispensable for all students 
are language, literature, fine arts, mathe- 
matics, natural sciences, history, and geog- 
raphy. Although it emphasized fundamen- 
tal subjects, the Paideia group did not 
consider subject matter as an end in itself 
but rather as the context for developing in- 
tellectual skills. Among the sought-after in- 
tellectual skills were the three Rs, speaking, 
listening, observing, measuring, estimating, 
and problem solving. Together, the funda- 
mental subjects and intellectual skills lead to 
a still higher level of learning, reflection, 
and awareness. For Adler, like Hutchins, 
the purpose of education is to cultivate sig- 
nificant knowledge and thinking skills; the 
“best books’—great books, as they were 
called by Hutchins, are recommended by 
the Paideia program. 

The education advocated by perennialists 
appeals to a small group of educators who 
tend to stress intellectual meritocracy. Such 
educators emphasize testing students, en- 
forcing tougher academic standards and 
programs, and identifying gifted and tal- 
ented students. Their education fosters a 
common curriculum, usually liberal arts, 
and offers little or no opportunity for stu- 
dents to choose electives related to their in- 
terests or goals. For the perennialists, genu- 
ine equality of education is maintained by 
providing quality education for all—of high 
intellectual fiber. To track some students 
into an academic curriculum and others into 
a vocational curriculum is to deny the latter 
genuine equality of educational opportu- 
nity. True equity can be satisfied only by ac- 
cess to quality education: A common, peren- 
nial curriculum. 


Essentialism. 


Another traditional and conservative phi- 
losophy is essentialism. This philosophy, 
rooted in both idealism and realism, sur- 
faced in the 1930s as a reaction to progres- 
sivism and developed into a major position 
during the Cold War and the Sputnik era of 
the 1950s and early 1960s. The ideas of es- 
sentialism were formulated by William 


Bagley of Teachers College, Columbia Uni- 
versity, and were later developed by Arthur 
Bestor of the University of Illinois and Ad- 
miral Hyman Rickover.” 

According to essentialists, the school cur- 
riculum should be geared to the fundamen- 
tals or essentials: The three Rs at the elemen- 
tary school level and five асадеписогезвепца! 
subjects—that is, English, mathematics, sci- 
ence, history, and foreign language—at the 
secondary school level. Although subject- 
centered like perennialism, essentialism is not 
rooted in the past butis more concerned with 
the contemporary scene. Both perennialism 
and essentialism reject such subjects as art, 
music, physical education, homemaking, and 
vocational education as fads and frills, and 
thus appeal to those who favor limiting educa- 
tional expenses (because these subjects are 
more expensive in terms of facilities, materi- 
als, and student-teacher ratios than academic 
subjects). Perennialists, however, totally re- 
ject these subjects as wasteful and senseless, 
whereas essentialists grudgingly award half 
credit for these so-called minor subjects, al- 
though they do limit the number and hours 
that students can take them. This latter re- 
quirement tends to parallel the present sec- 
ondary school curriculum. 

Perennialists tend to regard the student’s 
mind as a sponge for absorbing knowledge; 
essentialists, too, are concerned with facts 
and knowledge, but they are also interested 
in conceptual thought and principles and 
theories of subject matter. Both groups feel 
that all students, regardless of abilities and 
interests, are to be offered the same com- 
mon curriculum—intellectual in content— 
but with the quantity and rate adjusted to 
the capacity of the individual learner.” Just 
how far each student should go is related to 
his or her specific abilities. This, in fact, was 
the majority view before the turn of the 
twentieth century, when the perennialist era 
introduced many viable employment oppor- 
tunities—farming, manual, and, later, 
industrial—that did not require formal edu- 
cations, 

Many essentialists, like the perennialists, 
embrace the past mental discipline ap- 
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proach that the educational process should 
emphasize the mastery of essential skills and 
facts that form the basis of the subject mat- 
ter. Wrote Admiral Rickover, “For all chil- 
dren, the educational process must be one 
of collecting factual knowledge to the limit 
of their absorptive capacity.” A curriculum 
that takes into account student interests or 
social issues is wasteful, as are teaching 
methods that rely on psychological theories. 
As Bestor declared, “Concern with the per- 
sonal problems of adolescents has grown so 
excessive as to push into the background 
what should be the schools’ central concern, 
the intellectual development of its stu- 
dents.” The school is viewed as being side- 
tracked, when, at the expense of cognitive 
needs, it attends to the social and psycholog- 
ical problems of students. (Current task 
force reports on academic excellence, inci- 
dentally, agree with this assessment.) Tough 
discipline and training, and a good deal of 
homework and serious studies, permeate 
the curriculum. As Rickover asserted: “The 
student must be made to work hard” at his 
or her studies, and “nothing can really make 
it бип, "2% 

The role of the essentialist teacher fol- 
lows the perennialist philosophy. ‘The 
teacher is considered a master of a particu- 
lar subject and a model worthy of emula- 
tion. A teacher is to be respected as an au- 
thority because of the knowledge and high 
standards he or she holds. ‘The teacher is 
very much in control of the с ‘oom, and 
decides on the classroom curriculum with 
minimal student input (because the students 
do not really know what they want). 

Essentialism today is reflected in the pub- 
lic demand to raise academic standards and 
to improve the students’ work and minds. It 
is evidenced in such reports as A Nation at 
Risk (and other reports on excellence dis- 
cussed in Chapter 5) and in the current pro- 
posals outlined in Ernest Boyer’s High School 
and Theodore Sizer's Hornace's Compromise 
(also about high school). Although current 
essentialist philosophy is more moderate 
than it was during the Sputnik era—it pro- 
vides, for example, for less able students—it 
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still emphasizes academics (not play) and 
cognitive thinking (not the whole child). It is 
reflected in two current movements that 
emerged in response to the general relaxa- 
tion of academic standards during the late 
1960s and 1970s. 


Back-to-Basics Curriculum. Automatic 
promotion of marginal students, the dizzy 
array of elective courses, and textbooks de- 
signed more to entertain than to educate are 
frequently cited as sources of the decline in 
students’ basic skills. Today’s concerns par- 
allel, to some extent, those voiced immedi- 
ately after the Sputnik era. The call is less 
for academic excellence and rigor, however, 
than for a return to basics. Annual Gallup 
polls have asked the public to suggest ways 
to improve education; since 1976 “devoting 
more attention to teaching the basics” and 
“improving curriculum standards” have 
ranked no lower than fifth in the list of re- 
sponses; in the 1980s these suggestions sur- 
faced as the number one, two, or three con- 
cern each year.” 

By 1983, all of the states had imple- 
mented statewide testing programs for vari- 
ous grade levels; the tests were, in fact, man- 
dated in twenty-seven states. In twelve 
states, mostly in the South, the test was re- 
quired for high school graduation.” As an 
offshoot of this movement, as many as forty- 
four states in 1986 required beginning 
teachers to evidence minimum compe- 
tencies іп basic skills (spelling, grammar, 
mathematics), academic knowledge (Eng- 
lish, social studies, science, mathematics, 
arts, etc.) and/or pedagogical practices.” 

Although the back-to-basics movement 
means different things to different peo- 
ple, it usually connotes an essentialist cur- 
riculum with heavy emphasis on reading, 
writing, and mathematics. So-called solid 
subjects—English, history, science, and 
mathematics—are taught in all grades. Eng- 
lish means traditional grammar, not linguis- 
tics or nonstandard English; it means 
Shakespeare and not Lolita. History means 
U.S. and European history, and perhaps 
Asian and African history, but not Afro- 


American history or ethnic studies. Science 
means biology, chemistry, and physics, not 
ecology. Math means old math, not new 
math. Furthermore, these subjects are re- 
quired for everyone. Elective courses, 
minicourses, even the integrated social sci- 
ence and general science courses, are con- 
sidered too “soft.” 

Proponents of the movement are con- 
cerned that too many illiterate students are 
passed from grade to grade and eventually 
graduate, that high school and college di- 
plomas are meaningless as measures of aca- 
demic performance, that minimum stan- 
dards must be established, and that the basic 
skills and subjects are essential for employ- 
ment and self-survival in modern society, 
Some of these advocates are college educa- 
tors who would do away with open admis- 
sions, credit for life experiences or for re- 
medial courses, and grade inflation. They 
would simply insist on reasonable high 
school and college standards, and they 
would use tests (a “dirty” word for some ed- 
ucators) to monitor educational standards 
over time and to pressure students, teach- 
ers, and parents to perform their responsi- 
bilities.” 

Although the movement is spreading, 
and state legislators and the public seem 
convinced of the need for minimum stan- 
dards, some unanswered questions remain: 
What standards should be considered mini- 
mum? What do we do with students who fail 
to meet these standards? Are we punishing 
the victims for the schools’ inability to edu- 
cate them? How will the courts and then the 
school districts deal with the fact that pro- 
portionately more minority than white stu- 
dents fail the competency tests in nearly ev- 
ery case? Is the issue minimum competency 
or equal educational opportunity? And, 
when all is said and done, are we not, edu- 
cationally speaking, reinventing the aca- 
demic wheel? 


Excellence in Education. A spin-off to 
the back-to-basics movement is the demand, 
in the 1980s, for educational excellence and 
tougher academics. This trend is also in 


tune with the past Cold War-Sputnik era, 
when essentialists exerted a considerable in- 
fluence on the school curriculum; today, it 
coincides with a broader theme of not only 
military defense but also technology and 
economic competition. The dimensions of 
the problem of academic quality are amply 
documented in several policy reports on ac- 
ademic excellence—the best known is A Na- 
tion al Risk, released in the mid-1980s—all 
calling for reform to improve the quality of 
education in the United States and empha- 
sizing international “competition” and 
“survival”—themes reminiscent of the post- 
Sputnik era as well." 

Overall, the trend is for higher achieve- 
ment (not just minimum competency) for all 
children (not just college-bound students) in 
the academic areas, which means that we 
need to stress cognitive achievement (not 
the whole child) and rigorous grading, test- 
ing, and discipline (not relaxed standards). 
The emphasis is on higher standards for 
passing courses and meeting graduation re- 
quirements. 

For some this approach means more than 
emphasizing the basic ability to think, rea- 
son, and problem solve: It means promoting 
such serious subjects as calculus, physics, 
and advanced foreign languages at the high 
school level; it means upgrading our defini- 
tion of basic skills to include advanced skills 
and knowledge, including computer skills as 
the fourth R—which are required for to- 
morrow’s technological world. Stress is on 
increasing the time and improving the qual- 
ity of instruction, upgrading our teachers 
and schools, and analyzing education in 
terms of inputs (improving the resources 
that go into the educational enterprise), 
throughputs (improving the allocation and 
use of resources), and outputs (raising expec- 
tations and standards for those who benefit 
from the resources). Unquestionably, the 
emphasis is on productivity. Moreover, the 
health and vitality of our country’s economy 
and political position are linked to strength- 
ening our educational institutions.“ 

Others allow wider latitude in defining 
excellence and permit various models or cri- 
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teria of excellence. Some criticize the over- 
emphasis оп logical, mathematical, and 
scientific excellence in the schools, and the 
consequent underemphasis or ignoring of 
other conceptions of excellence—linguistic, 
musical, spatial, bodily kinesthetic, interper- 
sonal, and intrapersonal areas.” Some are 
also concerned that equity and equality will 
be shoved under the rug, with too much 
stress on cognitive excellence—a return to a 
post-Sputnik-type emphasis on academically 
talented students but not high school drop- 
outs.” Some fear that this emphasis on ex- 
cellence will lead to disappointment; they 
say it is wrong to assume that increased test- 
ing and more course requirements will auto- 
matically raise the level of student perform- 
ance. Students, teachers, and parents must 
also be motivated, and technical апа 
financial support at the school and school 
district level must be evidenced. 

In any event, the general theme of this 
movement is excellence, not adequacy, and 
many forms of it. The focus is on productiv- 
ity, increased testing, more homework, bet- 
ter selection of textbooks, and more compe- 
tent personnel. Both educators апа the 
public agree that students must not only 
master basic or prerequisite skills, but they 
must also excel, think creatively, solve prob- 
lems, and develop their fullest human po- 
tential. Finally, the public even seems willing 
to spend increased monies for real school 
reform and for upgraded curricula, 


Progressivism. 


Progressivism developed from pragmatic 
philosophy and as a protest against per- 
ennialist thinking in education. The pro- 
gressive movement in education was also 
part of the larger social and political move- 
ment of reform that characterized much of 
American society at the turn of the twenti- 
eth century. It grew out of the political 
thought of such progressives as Robert La- 
Follette, Theodore Roosevelt, and Wood- 
row Wilson, as well as from the muckraker 
movement of the 1920s.” Progressivism is 
considered a contemporary reform move- 
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ment in educational, social, and political af- 
fairs. 

The educational roots of progressivism 
can be traced to the reform writings of 
Horace Mann and Henry Barnard of the 
nineteenth century, and later to the work of 
John Dewey in the early twentieth century.” 
In his most comprehensive work, Democracy 
and Education, Dewey claimed that democ- 
racy and education went hand in hand; 
democratic society and democratic educa- 
tion are participatory and emergent, not 
preparatory and absolute. Dewey viewed 
the school as a miniature democratic society, 
in which students could learn and practice 
the skills and tools necessary for democratic 
living.” 

According to progressivist thought, the 
skills and tools of learning include problem- 
solving methods and scientific inquiry; in ad- 
dition, learning experiences should include 
cooperative behaviors and self-discipline, 
both of which are important for democratic 
living. Through these skills and experiences 
the school can transmit the culture of society 
while it prepares the students for a changing 
world. Because reality is constantly changing, 
Dewey saw little need to focus upon a fixed 
body of knowledge, as did the perennialists 
and essentialists. Progressivism, instead, 
placed heavy emphasis on how to think, not 
what to think, Traditional education, with its 
“method of imposition from the side of the 
teacher and reception, [and] absorption from 
the side of the pupil,” wrote Dewey, “may be 
compared to inscribing records upon a pas- 
sive phonographic disc to result in giving back 
what has been inscribed when the proper but- 
ton is pressed in recitation or examination.””” 

For Dewey and other progressivist think- 
ers, the curriculum was interdisciplinary in 
nature, and books and subject matter were 
part of the learning process rather than 
sources of ultimate knowledge. The role of 
the teacher was unique when operating un- 
der progressive thinking. The teacher 
served as a guide for students in their prob- 
lem-solving and scientific projects. Dewey 

and William Kilpatrick both referred to this 
role as the “leader of group activities.” The 


teacher and students planned activities to- 
gether (although Dewey later affirmed that 
the final authority rested with the teacher), 
but the teacher was to help students locate, 
analyze, interpret, and evaluate data—to 
formulate their own conclusions." 

The progressive movement became 
splintered by several different wings, in- 
cluding the child-centered, activity-cen- 
tered, creative, and neo-Freudian groups, 
Dewey criticized these groups for misinter- 
preting and misusing his ideas. Just as he 
condemned the old philosophies that pur- 
sued knowledge for its own sake, he at- 
tacked those who thought knowledge had 
little or no value. Not only did he attack 
“traditional ideas as erecting silence as a vir- 
tue,” he also criticized those who sought to 
liberate the child from adult authority and 
social controls. He declared “progressive ex- 
tremists” and “laissez-faire” philosophies to 
be destructive to the ideas of progressivism, 
and he warned that “any movement that 
thinks and acts in terms of an ism becomes 
so involved in reaction against other isms 
that it is unwittingly controlled by them.” 

Dewey was notalone in his criticism of pro- 
gressive educators. As criticisms mounted, 
Boyd Bode, another leading proponent of 
progressivism, warned his associates of the 
impending crisis in a book entitled Progres- 
sive Education at the Crossroads."’ He cau- 
tioned that “progressive education stands at 
the parting of the ways.” The movement 
“nurtured the pathetic hope that it could 
find out how to educate by relying on such 
notions as interests, needs, growth and free- 
dom.” In its social and psychological ap- 
proach to learning, in its “one-sided devo- 
tion to the child, it betrayed the child,” and 
deprived him or her of appropriate subject 
matter. If progressivism continued its pres- 
ent course without changing its focus, “it 
would be circumvented and left behind.” 
Bode’s words proved prophetic. More and 
more, progressivists responded to the grow- 
ing criticism and self-justifying theories and 
educational ideas that involved trivialities 
and errors, 

Although the progressive movement in 


education encompassed many different the- 
ories and practices, it was united in its орро- 
sition to certain traditional school practices: 
(1) the authoritarian teacher; (2) excessive 
reliance on textbook methods; (3) memori- 
zation of factual data and techniques by 
drill; (4) static aims and materials that reject 
the notion of a changing world; (5) use of 
fear or corporal punishment as a form of 
discipline; and (6) attempts to isolate educa- 
tion from individual experiences and social 
reality. However, the movement's inability 
to outline a uniform theory of the purpose 
of schooling, or even to establish a set of 
principles, contributed to its downfall.” 

Progressive education was both a move- 
ment within the broad framework of Ameri- 
can education and a theory that urged the 
liberation of the child from the traditional 
emphasis on rote learning, lesson recita- 
tions, and textbook authority. In opposition 
to the conventional subject matter of the tre 
ditional curriculum, progressives experi- 
mented with alternative modes of curricular 
organization—utilizing activities, experi- 
ences, problem solving, and the project 
method. Progressive education focused on 
the child as the learner rather than on the 
subject; emphasized activities and experi- 
ences rather than verbal and literary skill 
and encouraged cooperative group-learn- 
ing activities rather than competitive indi- 
vidualized lesson learning. The use of dem- 
ocratic school procedures was considered a 
prelude to community and social reform. 
Progressivism also cultivated a cultural rela- 
tivism that critically appraised and often re- 
jected traditional value commitments. 

Although the major thrust of progressive 
education waned in the 1940s and 1950s, 
with the advent of essentialism, the philoso- 
phy did leave its imprint on education and 
the schools of today. Contemporary pro- 
gressivism is expressed in several move- 
ments, including those for a relevant curric- 
ulum, humanistic education, and radical 
school reform. 


Relevant Curriculum. As part of the 
student protest movement of the 1960s, stu- 
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dents demanded relevant educations. The 
subject-centered curriculum of the essen- 
ialists was considered irrelevant to social re- 
ality. The shift was part of the progressive 
legacy. Learners must be motivated and in- 
terested in the learning task, and the class- 
room should build on real-life experiences. 

The call for relevance came, in fact, from 
both students and educators Proponents 
who advocate this approach see as needs: (1) 
the individualization of instruction through 
such teaching methods as independent 
study and special projects; (2) the revision of 
existing courses and development of new 
ones on such topics of student concern as 
environmental protection, drug addiction, 
urban problems, and so on; (3) the provi- 
sion of educational alternativ uch as elec- 
tives, minicourses, and open classrooms, 
that allow more freedom and choice; (4) the 
extension of the curriculum beyond the 
school’s walls through such innovations 
work-study programs, credit for life ехрегі- 
ences, off-campus courses, and external de- 
gree programs; and (5) the relaxation of ac- 
ademic standards and admiss idards 
to schools and colleges." 

Efforts to relate subject matter to student 
interests have been largely ad hoc, and 
many were fragmented and temporary, a 
source of concern to proponents and critics 
of relevance. In other cases, changes made 
in the name of relevance have in fact wa- 
tered down the curriculum, and have led to 
lack of direction and focus. 


Humanistic Curriculum. The humanis- 
ис curriculum education also began as а ге- 
action to what was viewed as ап оуег- 
emphasis on subject matter and cognitive 
learning in the 1960s and 1970s. In his best 
selling book, Crisis in the Classroom, Ch Ј 
Silberman advocated humanizing American 
schools.” He charged that schools are re- 
pressive, and that they teach students docil- 
ity and conformity. He believed that schools 
must be reformed, even at the price of de- 
emphasizing cognitive learning and student 
discipline. He suggested that elementary 
schools adopt the methods of the British in- 
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fant schools. At the secondary level, he sug- 
gested independent study, peer tutoring, 
and community and work experiences. 

The humanistic model of education 
stems from the human potential movement 
in psychology. Within education it is rooted 
in the work of Arthur Jersild, who linked 
good teaching with knowledge of self and 
students, and in the work of Arthur Combs 
and Donald Snygg, who explored the im- 
pact of self-concept and motivation on 
achievement. Combs and Snygg consid- 
ered self-concept the most important deter- 
minant of behavior. 

A humanistic curriculum emphasizes af- 
fective rather than cognitive outcomes. Such 
a curriculum draws heavily on the works of 
Abraham Maslow and Carl Rogers.” Its goal 
is to produce “self-actualizing people,” in 
Maslow’s words, or “total human beings,” in 
Rogers’s. The works of both psychologists 
are laced with such terms as maintaining, 
striving, enhancing, and experiencing—as 
well as independence, self-determination, 
integration, and self-actualization. 

Advocates of humanistic education con- 
tend that the present school curriculum has 
failed miserably by humanistic standards, 
that teachers and schools are determined to 
stress cognitive behaviors and to control stu- 
dents not for their own good but for the 
good of adults.” Humanists emphasize 
more than affective processes; they seek 
higher domains of consciousness. But they 
see the schools as unconcerned about higher 
planes of understanding, enhancement of 
the mind, or self-knowledge. Students must 
therefore turn to such out-of-school activi- 
ties as drugs, yoga, transcendental medita- 
tion, group encounters, T-groups, psycho- 
therapy, and sexual therapy. 

But such activities lead many observers to 
put down the humanistic movement. Mario 
Fantini, an advocate of humanistic educa- 
tion, warns that too many Americans view 
the humanistic approach negatively. They 
are suspicious of what appears to be bizarre 
procedures and touch-feel-sexual experi- 
ences. “In certain professional circles, the 
movement 5... referred to as the ‘touch- 


feeling crowd,’ connoting an almost illegiti- 
mate status among the established disci- 
plines.”” 

Humanists would attempt to form more 
meaningful relationships between students 
and teachers; they would foster student in- 
dependence and self-direction, and they 
would promote greater acceptance of self 
and others. The геасћег 5 role would be to 
help learners cope with their psychological 
needs and problems, to facilitate self- 
understanding among students, and to help 
them develop fully. 

A drawback to humanist theory is its lack 
of attention to cognitive learning and intel- 
lectual development. When asked to judge 
the effectiveness of their curriculum, hu- 
manists generally rely on testimonials and 
subjective assessments by students and 
teachers. They may also present such mate- 
rials as students’ paintings and poems or 
talk about “marked improvement” in stu- 
dent behavior and attitudes. They present 
very little empirical evidence, however, to 
support their stance. 


Radical School Reform. During the late 
1960s and 1970s intense attacks were lev- 
eled on teachers and schools by radical crit- 
ics of education, sometimes called “radical 
romanticists” or “neoprogressives.” The 
criticisms were widely published in the mass 
media, especially in magazines that politi- 
cally liberal and college-educated adults 
read (Atlantic, Harpers, New Republic, The 
New York Times Magazine, and Saturday Re- 
view). These radicals also published many 
popular books on their views; in fact, they 
were superverbalizers who enchanted their 
readers.” 

Among the most prominent wave of radi- 
cals are John Holt, Paul Goodman, Edgar 
Friedenberg, A. S. Neill, and Ivan Illich. 
They expressed considerable disdain to- 
ward established methods of schooling, 
compulsory schooling, adult authority, and 
school rules. They referred to students as 
prisoners, to teachers as prison guards (who 
disliked their students), and to schools as 
prisons (which keep youths locked up, ге 


stricted from free expression and demo- 
cratic procedures). In general, school is con- 
sidered to be a highly discriminatory place 
that sorts and tracks students for various 
jobs that extend class differences in society. 

In particular, Friedenberg argued that 
teachers “dislike and distrust” the students 
they teach, and that they “fear being in- 
volved with young people in any situation 
that is not under their complete control.” 
Teachers have a “repressed hostility toward 
their students” and “resentment,” a kind of 
ill temper, suppressed anger, and jealousy 
because of students’ youthful energy and 
freedom.” 

Holt’s book, How Children Fail, is his most 
influential text.” There is nothing positive 
in it about teachers or the school processes; 
it deals instead with how teachers and 
schools turn off students. Holt describes the 
conventions of the classroom: Teachers’ 
enforcing rigid rules and children’s focus- 
ing on right answers, learning to be stupid, 
and learning not to learn. He goes into great 
detail about how children adopt strategies 
of fear and failure to please their teachers. 
The “successful” students become cunning 
strategists in a game of beating the system— 
figuring out how to outsmart the teacher, 
how to get the answer out of the teacher, or 
how to fake the answer. 

Paul Goodman’s thesis is that our society 
is sick and full of spurious and false values 
that have produced sick schools. He con- 
tends that schools have little to do with edu- 
cation; they provide jobs for millions of peo- 
ple and a market for textbook companies, 
building contractors, and graduates of 
schools of education. In the early grades, 
the schools provide “a baby-sitting service” 
for the parents and keep kids off the street. 
In the junior and senior years, “they are the 
arm of the police, providing cops and con- 
centration camps paid for in the budget un- 
der the heading of ‘Board of Education.’ " 
From kindergarten to college, schools teach 
youth to adjust to a sick society and provide 
“a universal trap [in which] democracy be- 
gins to look like regimentation.”® Good- 
man’s solution is to do away with compul- 
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sory education, to which he refers as 
“miseducation” and to “drastically cut back 
formal schooling because the present ex- 
tended tutelage is against nature and arrests 
growth.” 

A. S. Neill, the fourth member of the 
earlier generation of romantic progres- 
sivists, recounts the way he operated his 
school, “Summerhill,” in Suffolk, England. 
He wrote about the innate goodness of the 
child, and about the replacement of author- 
ity for freedom against which Dewey 
warned: 


· we set out to make a school in which we 
should allow children to be themselves. In order 
to do this, we had to renounce all discipline, all 
direction, all suggestion, all moral training. . . . 
All it required was what we had—a complete be- 
lief in the child as a good, not an evil being. For 
almost forty years, this belief in the goodness of 
the child has never wavered; it rather has be- 
come a final faith.” 


Neill claimed that the “child is innately 
wise and realistic. If left to himself without 
adult suggestions of any kind,” he will de- 
velop on his own. Those “who are to become 
scholars will be scholars,” and those “who 
are only fit to sweep the streets will sweep 
streets.”™ Neill is not concerned with formal 
teaching or instruction; he does not believe 
in examinations or in homework. Those 
who want to study will study, and those who 
prefer not to study will not—regardless of 
how teachers teach or what they say. If a 
child wants to go to class, great; if not, so 
what? Neill’s criteria for success have noth- 
ing to do with school or economic outcomes; 
rather they relate to the ability to “work joy- 
fully” and “live positively.” Following these 
guidelines, most of the students who attend 
Summerhill allegedly turn out to be success- 
ful in life. 

At Summerhill, a 6-year old has the same 
rights and same voting privileges as a 
teacher: One person, one vote. A child who 
breaks a window will come to Neill and tell 
the truth, we are told, because at Sum- 
merhill there is no fear—basically joy. In 
other schools, “discipline is used аз a weapon 
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of hate and obedience becomes а virtue.” 
But at Summerhill, things are different; 
“classrooms are happy places." What Sum- 
merhill provides is an alternative method of 
schooling that is highly child-centered and 
that places није emphasis on academic sub- 
jects or cognitive achievement, The school 
is, however, a private, middle- and и 


middle-class one with a small enrollment 
that rarely exceeds sixty students. 
Ivan Ulich, another radical critic, be- 


yond his contemporaries in his for 
remaking schools, He argues for a new soci- 
ety that requires the prior deschooling of so- 
ciety.” In this sense Illich may also be a 
поарно. Although the 
аге very angry and see 

little possibility of school reform, given the 
present educational process, Illich, who 
completely rejects school as a viable agency, 
is the center of controversy, His criticism of 
current schools is that they are coercive, dis- 
criminatory, and destructive toward their 
clients, If schools were eliminated, educa- 
tion could be open to all and could become a 
uine instrument of human liberation: 

ШЕ ро longer esa aay 
tory curriculum im, upon them; they 
would be ties hom institutional and 
capitalistic indoctrination, There would no 
longer be discrimination and а class society 
based on of a certificate. 

In lieu of school, Illich recommends 
small learning networks characterized by 
the Educational objects—that is, 
museums, art galleries, and 
мо on—that are open to learners; peer match- 
ing—that is, identifying and bringing to- 


students who wish to engage in a par- 
= learning activity; ші exchanges— 
that is, exchanges between those who are 
competent in a particular skill, and who 
wish to teach it, and those who wish to learn 
sowo t is, counselors 
who serve as advisors to students and par- 
ents and intellectual initiators and 4 = 4 
trators who the networks. 
Even thou, ich is considered а neo- 
Marxist educator, he has stimulated large 
numbers of disciples to further the idea of 


deschooling, and a good deal of radical re- 
form literature related to the political and 
economic concept of educational “revision- 
ит 

Reconstructionism. 


АН the reconstructionist philoso- 
pa based on early utopian ideus, the 
jon of the 1930s stimulated а 
demand for social reconstructionism. The 
educational movement was at its 
eighe in popularity then, but a small yet 
— group of progressive educators 
became iailusioned with American so- 
ciety and impatient for reform, This grou 
argued that an мест put too ев < 
еп оп child-centered education that 
у served the individual child and the 
middle class, with its play theories and pri- 
vate schools. What was needed was more 
pom oy on society-centered education that 
into consideration the needs of society 
(not the individual) and all classes (not only 
the middle class). 
At the 1932 annual meeting of the Pro- 
уе Education Association, George 


nts called for ive educators to 
address the great Ак шт economic issues 
of the day, to forge a new social reform plat- 
form, and to create a new vision of society 
and of the future. In his speech, “Dare the 
School Build a New Social Order?” (which 
was later published as a book), Counts sug: 
gonted that the school lead society to realize 
values, that it become the agent 
of change and institution for social reform. 
In a rhetorical and highly charged state- 
ment, Counts stunned his progressive col- 
leagues with the following statement: 


The weakness of Progressive Education thus lies 
in the fact that it has elaborated no theory of so- 
cial welfare, unless it be that of anarchy or ex- 
doa k to be РЕА ive Educa- 

genuinely progressive, it тим... 
come ш етар every social issue, 
come to grips with life in all its stark reality, с» 
tablish an ped чеч relation with the community, 
develop a and comprehensive theory of 
welfare, fashion a compelling and challenging vi- 
sion of human destiny, and become less fright- 


ened than it is today at the bogeys Vm preston 
and imd timation “ Е 


‘The social issues of the 1930s, 
to Counts, involved racial and class 
nation, рони, and = 

ressive education these i+- 
Bees: The social шим eh pee ao ај. 
Де о larger: ractal, ethnic, and 
sexual inequality; poverty, unemployment, 
and welfare; computers and technology; po- 
litical oppression and war; the threat of nu» 
clear disaster; environmental pollution; dis- 
ease; hunger; and depletion of the earth 
resources. 

Theodore Brameld, who is often consid- 
ered the originator of the term reconstruc: 
tionism in 1950 (actually Dewey coined the 
yal has sua that reconstructionism 

а crisis phi у, appropriate for a soci- 
E crisa, which is the essence of our soci» 
«у and international society today. Ac- 
cording to Brameld, students and teachers 
must not only take positions; they must also 


become cha improve society, 
‘Neutrality пр ог schools, that 


тү Fonte of (| "РЕК | 


homie political education; и had, in other 
words, to incorporate realisti reform strate- 
gies. For reconstructionists, analysis, inter- 
== and evaluation of problems are 
ficient; commitment and action by stu- 
dents and teachers are needed. Society is al- 
ways changing, and the curriculum has to 
change; students and teachers тим be 
change Pe eee A curriculum based on social 
79 social services is ideal 
The roconstructionists, includ such 
recent as Mario Fantini, Harold 
сайа Alvin Toffler, seek а curriculum 
cultural pluralism, interna- 
тту ені) Students аге 
у АЫ 
h тапу alter- 
natives for the future. A reconstructionist 
of education: (1) critically exam- 
the cultural heritage of a society as well 
as the entire civilization; (2) is not afraid to 
examine controversial issues; (3) is deliber- 
ately committed to bring about social and 
constructive 1 (4) cultivates a future 
planning attitude that considers the realities 
of the world; and (5) enlists students and 


in which we often єп under the guise of teachers in a definite program to enhance 
ve and scientil ema cultural renewal and interculuuralism, In 

for the process, Writes such a program, teachers are considered the 

‚ “Teachers and students have а prime agents of social change, cultural re- 

newal, and internationalism. Teachers are 


t to take sides, to stand up for the best 
reasoned and informed partinldies hey ann 
Teach аз a result of free, meticulous exami- 
nation and communication of all relevant 
evidence.” In particular, teachers must 
Measure up to hate social responsibilities. 
Brameld goes on: 


In this vast, rumbling, clumsy infinitely powerful 
там of hundreds miliona of ава beings 
the great reservoir of strength for tomor- 
rows pe Here, indeed, is ~ fountain: 
of all other ute 
eke Nei 


emergin 

ing) emion is to draw upon this sti hand 
thus to strengthen control of the schools by and 
for the goal-seeking interests of the 

ing majority of mankind.” 


As for the curriculum, it had to be trans 
to coincide with а new мжзађесо 


and to challenge the outdated structures of 
society, They are considered to be the van- 
for a new social order—somewhat 


utopian in nature. 
Reconceptualists, The reconceptualists 
have criticized the majority of curricularists 
a ying а lock-step, means-ends ap- 
how tte on technocratic and bureau- 
cratic school models that are not sensitive to 
the inner and ae of people 
ew curricularats, in turn, have 
that the reconceptualists are unable 


to quantily or verify the с of thet: 
curriculum and are unclear their philo- 
sophical and methodological tools Мом peo 
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ple in the field, representing a conservative 
outlook, believe that the empirical-analytical 
and scientific approaches contribute the most 
tothe field of curriculum; nonetheless, the re- 
conceptualists’s approach is enriching and in- 
troduces aesthetic, existentialist, and social 
science procedures previously not deemed 
appropriate. 

Reconceptualists have expanded the field 
to include other dimensions of curriculum, 
including intuitive, personal, mystical, lin- 
guistic, political, and social systems of theo- 
rizing. They stress broad problems and 
issues—and they attempt to reflect, refine, 
rethink, reinterpret, and reconceptualize 
the field of curriculum. It is doubtful, how- 
ever, that reconceptualists really reinterpret 
or reconceptualize anything. They are basi- 
cally socially sensitive and politically con- 
cerned intellectuals who reflect and refine 
important issues that have philosophical, 
psychological, social, political, and economic 
implications. Unfortunately for the field of 
curriculum, they have been labeled recon- 
ceptualists.* 

Reconceptualists accept many aspects of 
progressive philosophy, including learner- 
centered, relevant, humanistic, and radical 
school-reform models. However, they reit- 
erate and detail a bit more of the dynamic, 
holistic, transcendental, linguistic, and artis- 
tic meaning of teaching and learning. They 
are more concerned with personal self- 
knowledge, inner self, personal reflection, 
psychologies of consciousness, and spiritual 
and moral introspection. They contend 
there is more to knowledge and knowing 
than empirical or even logical, verifiable 
data. Expanded ideas of inner conscious- 
ness, “third force” or humanistic psychol- 
ogy, and existentialist ideas serve as the 
foundations for their views. 

Content and experiences that emphasize 
language and communication skills, per- 
sonal biographies, art, poetry, dance, 
drama, literature, psychology, ethics, reli- 
gion, and other aesthetic, humanistic, and 
spiritual subject matter comprise a good 
part of the reconstructionist curriculum— 
subjects not part of the normal curriculum 


or certainly not the major foci. Maxine 
Greene advocates this curriculum, which 
she calls “personal expression,” “intellectual 
consciousness,” and “reflective зе -соп- 
sciousness.” Paulo Freire refers to this as a 
curriculum of “human phenomenon,” 
“problematic situations,” and “background 
awareness” that has the potential “to trans- 
form the world.”” According to William 
Pinar, this subject matter deals with “per- 


sonal becoming,” “autonomy,” the “soul” 


and “heart,” “affiliative needs,” “mature 
personality,” “trust” and “love,” “self-direc- 
tion,” “sensitivity,” and “enjoyment””'—that 


is, psychological, philosophical, spiritual, 
and existentialist attitudes and behaviors. 
Reconceputualists are also concerned 
with social, political, and economic ideas 
and ideology, and in this context reflect re- 
constructionist philosophy. Many of their 
ideas, rooted in the school of Dewey, 
Counts, and Rugg, deal with inequities 
and/or conflict concerned with socioeco- 
nomic relationships, sexual and racial roles 
and attitudes, the relationship between la- 
bor and capital, and the consequences of po- 
litical power. Reconceptualists are also con- 
cerned with current technocratic and 
bureaucratic systems that dominate the indi- 
vidual, and that reduce the person to a pow- 
erless and manipulated cog. They envision 
schools as an oppressive instrument of soci- 
ety that controls and coerces, even op- 
presses, students through various customs 
and mores and teaching-learning practices. 
Some reconceptualists have been labeled 
neo-Marxists. Michael Apple, for one, has 
tried to highlight the relationship between 
what he perceives to be political, economic, 
and cultural domination of the individual in 
relation to schools and society. Such domi- 
nation “is vested in the constitutive princi- 
ples, codes, and especially the common 
sense consciousness and practices underly- 
ing our lives, as well as by overt division and 
manipulation.”” In other words, the every- 
day structures and institutions of our soci- 
ety, including schools, convey meaning and 
conditions that shape our lives and that take 
control over us; the dominant social, politi- 


cal, and economic system pervades in all 
critical aspects of the curriculum. 

Elsewhere, Apple points out that just as 
there is “unequal distribution of economic 
capital in society, so, too is there a similar 
system of distribution surrounding cultural 
capital.” In technological societies, schools 
become “distributors of this cultural capi- 
tal.” They play a major role in distributing 
various forms of knowledge, which in turn 
leads to power and control over others. 

Both Illich and Freire contend that the 
larger system is oppressive and in need of 
major overhaul. Illich, who is also consid- 
ered to be a radical critic, outlines a curricu- 
lum that is less institutionalized, formal, and 
discriminatory for purposes of “emancipa- 
tion.” He relies on a “grass-roots” curricu- 
lum that seeks to engage students, teachers, 
and community members.” Freire develops 
a “pedagogy for the oppressed” for students 
and the poor, and describes how people can 
move through different stages to ultimately 
be able to take action and overcome oppres- 
sion. To effect major change, at what Freire 
calls the “critical transforming stage,” peo- 
ple must become active participants in 
changing their own status through social ac- 
tion that aims at changing the larger social 
order. Freire calls for a dialogue or match 
between students and adults who are sensi- 
tive to change. The curriculum is to focus 
on community, national, and world prob- 
lems—and is to be based on a core or inter- 
disciplinary approach.” 

In general, the curriculum advocated by 
this wing of reconceptualists emphasizes the 
social sciences—history, political science, 
economics, sociology, and some psychology 
and philosophy—and not the hard sciences. 
The thrust is to develop individual self-real- 
ization and freedom through cognitive and 
intellectual activities, and then to liberate 
people from the restrictions, limitations, 
and controls of society. The idea is to move 
from knowledge to activity, from reflections 
to action. The curriculum attempts to create 
new conditions and environments that im- 
prove the human condition and the institu- 
tions of society. It is, according to James 
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Macdonald, “a form of ‘utopianism,’ a form 
of political and social philosophizing.”” All 
the oppressed—youth, poor, minorities, 
women, and so on—are considered agents 
for change. The model, in essence, is an 
updated version of old reconstructionism, 
which viewed students and teachers as 
agents of change. In the new version, re- 
conceptualism, the teacher is often con- 
strued as an agent of oppression, represent- 
ative of the larger and coercive society. 


Equality of Educational Opportunity. 
No country has taken the idea of equality 
more seriously than ours. Politically, the 
idea is rooted in our Constitution—written 
more than 150 years prior to the emergence 
of reconstructionism as a philosophy. The 
origins of American public schools are also 
dominated by the concept of equal opportu- 
nity, and the notion of universal, free edu- 
cation. The rise of the “common school” was 
spearheaded by Horace Mann who asserted, 
“Education beyond all other devices of hu- 
man origin is the greatest equalizer of the 
condition of men—the balance-wheel of the 
social machinery.” 

Equality of opportunity in this context 
would not lead to equality of outcomes; this 
concept did not attempt a classless society. 
As David Tyack wrote, “For the most part, 
working men did not seek to pull down the 
rich; rather they sought equality of oppor- 
tunity for their children, an equal chance at 
the main chance.”” Equality of opportunity 
in the nineteenth and early twentieth centu- 
ries meant an equal start for all children, but 
the assumption was that some would go far- 
ther than others. Differences іп back- 
grounds and abilities, as well as motivation 
and luck, would create differences in out- 
comes among individuals, but the school 
would assure that children born into any 
class would have the opportunity to achieve 
status as persons born into other classes. Im- 
plicit in this view was that the “schools rep- 
resented the means of achieving the goal. . . 
of equal chances of success” relative to all 
children in all stratum.” 

In retrospect, the schools did not fully 
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achieve this goal, according to some observ- 
ers, because school achievement and eco- 
nomic outcomes are highly related to social 
class and family background.” Наа the 
schools not existed, however, social mobility 
would have been further reduced. The fail- 
ure of the common school to achieve social 
mobility raises the question of the role of 
school in achieving equality—and the ques- 
tion of just what the school can and cannot 
do to affect cognitive and economic out- 
comes. 

The modern view of educational equal- 
ity, which emerged in the 1950s through the 
1970s, goes much further than the old view. 
In light of this, James Coleman has outlined 
five views of inequality of educational op- 
portunity, the latter four of which parallel 
reconstructionist philosophy: (1) inequality 
defined by the same curriculum for all chil- 
dren, with the intent that school facilities be 
equal; (2) inequality defined in terms of the 
racial composition of the schools; (3) ine- 
quality defined in terms of such intangible 
characteristic as teacher morale and teacher 
expectations of students; (4) inequality 
based on school consequences or outcomes 
for students with equal backgrounds and 
abilities; and (5) inequality based on school 
consequences for students with unequal 
backgrounds and abilities." 

The first two definitions deal with race 
and social class; the next definition deals 
with concepts that are hard to define in 
terms of relevancy and starting and stop- 
ping points; the fourth definition deals with 
school expenditures and school finances. 
The fifth definition is an extreme interpre- 
tation: Equality is reached only when the 
outcomes of schooling are similar for all 
students—those in minority as well as domi- 
nant student groups. 

When inequality is defined, in terms of 
equal outcomes (both cognitive and eco- 
nomic), we start comparing racial, ethnic, 
and religious groups. In a heterogeneous 
society like ours, this results in some hot 
issues—including how much to invest in hu- 
man capital, how to determine the cost-ef- 
fectiveness of social and educational pro- 


grams, who should be taxed and how much, 
to what extent are we to handicap our 
brightest and most talented minds (the swift 
racers) to enable those who are slow to finish 
at the same time, and whether affirmative 
action policies lead to reverse discrimina- 
tion.” Indeed we cannot treat these issues 
lightly, because they affect most of us in one 
way or another and lead to questions over 
which wars have been fought. 

All these issues involve balancing acts, 
and what effect these balancing acts have on 
individuals, groups, and society. Many re- 
constructionists—not to mention peren- 
nialists and essentialists, who have their own 
ideas about excellence in education—have 
problems with these issues. Many of us are 
unable to agree on what is equitable and 
just, and how much we can stretch the em- 
bodiment of reform ideas or the fiber of so- 
ciety. Too much egalitarianism can lead to 
mediocrity, indifference, and economic de- 
cline within society. On the other hand, ex- 
cellence carried too far can create wide so- 
cial and economic gaps, hostilities among 
groups, and a stratified society. The idea is 
to search for the golden mean. 

In his classic text on excellence and 
equality John Gardner describes the di- 
lemma vividly: 


We might as well admit that it is not easy for us as 
believers in democracy to dwell on the differ- 
ences in capacity between men, Democratic phi- 
losophy has tended to ignore such differences 
where possible, and to belittle them where it 
could not ignore them. ... 

Extreme equalitarianism—or what I would 
prefer to say equalitarianism wrongly conceived— 
which ignores differences in native capacity and 
achievement, has not served democracy well. 
Carried far enough, it means . . . the end of that 
striving for excellence which has produced man- 
kind’s greatest achievements. 

; no democracy can give itself over to ex- 
treme emphasis on individual performance and 
still remain a democracy—or to extreme equali- 
tarianism and retain its vitality. A society such as 
ours has no choice but to seek the development 
of human potentialities at all levels. It takes more 
than educated elite to run a complex, tech- 
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TABLE 2-2 Overview of Educational Philosophies 


Related 
Educational Philosophical Aim of Role of Curriculum Curriculum 
Philosophy Base Education Knowledge Education Focus Trends 
Perennialism Realism To educate the Focus on past Teacher helps Classical subjects; Great books; 
rational and permanent students think literary analysis; Paideia Proposal 
person; to studies; rationally; constant 
cultivate the mastery of facts based on curriculum 
intellect and timeless Socratic 
knowledge method, oral 
exposition; 
explicit 
teaching of 
traditional 
values 
Essentialism Idealism, To promote the Essential skills Teacher is Essential skills Back to basics; 
Realism intellectual and academic authority in (three Rs) and excellence in 
growth of the subjects; his or her essential subjects education 
individual; to mastery of subject field; (English, science, 
educate the concepts and explicit history, math, 
competent principles of teaching of and foreign 
person subject matter traditional language) 
values 
Progressivism Pragmatism To promote Knowledge leads Teacher is a Based on students’ Relevant 
democratic, to growth and guide for interests; curriculum; 
social living development; a problem involves the humanistic 
living-learning solving and application of education; radical 
process; focus scientific human problems school reform 
on active and inquiry and affairs; 
relevant interdisciplinary 
learning subject matter; 


Reconstructionism Pragmatism 


To improve and 
reconstruct 
society; 
education for 
change and 
social reform 


Skills and subjects 
needed to 
identify and 
ameliorate 
problems of 
society; 
learning is 
active and 
concerned with 
contemporary 
and future 
society 


Teacher serves 
as an agent of 
change and 
reform; acts as 
a project 
director and 
research 
leader; helps 
students 
become aware 
of problems 
confronting 
humankind 


activities and 
projects 

Emphasis on social 
sciences and 
social research 
methods; 
examination of 
social, economic, 
and political 
problems; focus 
on present and 
future trends as 
well as on 
national and 
international 
issues 


Reconceptualism; 
equality of 
educational 
opportunity 
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nological society. Every modern industrialized 
society is learning that hard lesson.* 


The issues that Gardner raised directly af- 
fected the social fabric of the country, and 
have echoed loudly in the past twenty-five 
years. They have given rise to educational 
equality and equal opportunity legislation 
that has permeated many aspects of school 
and society. The reconstructionists, among 
other educators, have raised many of the 
same issues, including school desegregation, 
compensatory education, multicultural edu- 
cation, handicapped education, more effec- 
tive schooling, and affirmative action (who 
goes to college, who gets what jobs, and who 
manages society). These issues have no easy 
answers, and they will continue to plague us 
in the 1990s. 


CONCLUSION 


Philosophy gives meaning to our decisions 
and actions. In the absence of a philosophy, 
the educator is vulnerable to externally im- 
posed prescriptions, to fads and frills, to au- 
thoritarian schemes, and to other “isms.” 
Dewey was so convinced of the importance 
of philosophy that he viewed it as the all- 
encompassing aspect of the educational pro- 
cess—as necessary for “forming fundamen- 
tal dispositions, intellectual and emotional, 
toward nature and fellow тап.“ If one ac- 
cepts this conclusion, it becomes evident 
that many aspects of curriculum, if not most 
of the educational process in school, is de- 
veloped around philosophy. Even if we be- 
lieve that Dewey's point is an overstatement, 
we should still recognize the pervasiveness 
of philosophy in determining our views of 
reality, what values and knowledge are 
worthwhile, and decisions in education in 
fener and curriculum making in particu- 
ar. 

Major philosophical viewpoints that have 
emerged within the curriculum field may be 
viewed along a continuum—traditional and 
conservative versus contemporary and 
liberal—idealism, realism, pragmatism, and 


existentialism. These general or world phi- 
losophies have influenced educational phi- 
losophies, sometimes called educational the- 
ories or views,” along the same continuum: 
Perennialism, essentialism, progressivism, 
and reconstructionism. Very few schools 
adopt a single philosophy; in practice, most 
schools combine various philosophies. 
Moreover, our position is that no single phi- 
losophy, old or new, should serve as the ex- 
clusive guide for making decisions about 
schools or about the curriculum. All philo- 
sophical groups (outlined in this chapter) 
want the same thing of education—that is, 
they wish to improve the educational proc- 
ess, to enhance the achievement of the 
learner, to produce better and more pro- 
ductive citizens, and to improve society. Be- 
cause of their different views of reality, 
values, and knowledge, however, they find it 
difficult to agree on how to achieve these 
ends. 

What we need to do, as curricularists, is 
to search for the middle road, a highly elu- 
sive and abstract concept, where there is no 
extreme emphasis on subject matter or stu- 
dent; cognitive development ог sociopsy- 
chological development; excellence ог 
equality. What we need is a prudent school 
philosophy, one that is politically and eco- 
nomically feasible, and that serves the needs 
of students and society. Implicit in this view 
of education is that too much emphasis on 
any one philosophy, sometimes at the ex- 
pense of another, may do harm and cause 
conflict. How much we emphasize one phi- 
losophy, under the guise of reform or for 
whatever reason, is critical because no one 
society can give itself over to extreme “isms” 
or political views and still remain a democ- 
racy. The kind of society into which we 
evolve is in part reflected in our educational 
system, which is influenced by the philoso- 
phy that we eventually define and develop. 

In the final analysis, curriculum workers 
must understand that they are continuously 
faced with curriculum decisions, апа that 
philosophy is important in determining 
these decisions. Unfortunately, few school 
people test their notions of curriculum 


against the school’s statement of philosophy. 
It is not uncommon to find teachers and ad- 
ministrators developing elaborate lists of be- 
havioral objectives with little or no consider- 
ation to the overall philosophy of the 
school. Curriculum workers need to pro- 
vide assistance in developing and designing 
school practices that coincide with the phi- 
losophy of the school and community. 
Teaching, learning, and curriculum are all 
interwoven in our school practices and 
should reflect a school philosophy. It is im- 
portant, then, for school people, especially 
curricularists, to make decisions and take ac- 
tion in relation to the philosophy of their 
school and community. 


Notes 


1. William Van Til, “In a Climate of Change,” іп К. 
R. Leeper, ed., Role of Supervisor and Curriculum 
Director in a Climate of Change (Washington, D.C.: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum De- 
velopment, 1965), p. 18. 

2. L. Thomas Hopkins, Interaction: The Democratic 
Process (Boston: Р. С. Heath, 1941), pp. 198—200. 

3. John I. Goodlad et al., Curriculum Inquiry (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1979). 

4. В. Othanel Smith, William О. Stanley, and J. 
Harlan Shores, Fundamentals of Curriculum Devel- 
opment, rev. ed. (New York: World Book, 1957). 
See also B. Othanel Smith, “Curriculum Con- 
tent,” in F. W. English, ed., Fundamental Curricu- 
lum Decisions (Alexandria, Va.: Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development, 
1983), pp. 30-39. 

5. Ronald C. Doll, Curriculum Improvement: Decision 
Making and Process, 6th ed. (Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, 1986), p. 30. 

6. John Dewey, Dem and Education (New York: 

Macmillan, 1916), pp. 186, 383-384. 

Ibid., p. 384. 

Ralph W. Tyler, Basic Principles of Curriculum and 

Instruction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1949), pp. 33-34. 

9. John I. Goodlad, What Schools Are For (Blooming- 
ton, Ind.: Phi Delta Kappan Educational Founda- 
tion, 1979). See also Goodlad, A Place Called 
School (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1984). 

10. J. Donald Butler, Idealism in Education (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1966). 

11. Morris L. Bigge, Educational Philosophies for Teach- 
ers (Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1989); Howard 
Ozman and Sam Craver, Philosophical Foundations 
НА Education, 3rd ed. (Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 

8б). 

12. Harry 5. Broudy, Building a Philosophy of Educa- 


со ч 


13. 


14. 


15. 


17. 


18. 


19. 
20. 


21. 
22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


Philosophical Foundations of Curriculum 49 


tion (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1961); 
John Wild, Introduction to a Realist Philosophy (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1948). 
Broudy, Building a Philosophy of Education; Wil- 
liam O. Martin, Realism in Education (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1969). 
Ernest E. Bayles, Pragmatism in Education (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1966); John L. Childs, 
Pragmatism and Education (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, 1956). 
John Dewey, Experience and Education (New York: 
Macmillan, 1938). 
Maxine Greene, Existential Encounters for Teachers 
(New York: Random House, 1967); George Е. 
Kneller, Existentialism in Education (New York: 
Wiley, 1958); and Van Cleve Morris, Existentialism 
and Education (New York: Harper & Row, 1966). 
Harold Soderquist, The Person and Education (Co- 
lumbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1966); Donald Vanden- 
berg, Human Rights in Education (New York: Phil- 
osophical Library, 1983). See also Israel 
Scheffler, Of Human Potential: An Essay in the Phi- 
losophy of Education (Boston: Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1986). 
Maxine Greene, Landscapes of Learning (New 
York: Teachers College Press, Columbia Univer- 
sity, 1978); Donald Vandenberg, “Human Dig- 
nity, Three Human Rights, and Pedagogy,” Edu- 
cational Theory (Winter 1986), pp. 33—44. 
Robert M. Hutchins, The Conflict in Education 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1953), p. 68. 
Bigge, Educational Philosophies for Teachers; Daniel 
Tanner and Laurel N. Tanner, Curriculum Devel- 
: Theory into Practice (New York: Macmil- 
lan, 1980). 
Robert M. Hutchins, The Higher Learning in Amer- 
ica (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1936). 
Robert M. Hutchins, A Conversation on Education 
(Santa Barbara, Calif.: The Fund for the Repub- 
lic, 1963), p. 1. 
Mortimer J. Adler, The Paideia Proposal: An Edu- 
cational Manifesto (New York: Macmillan, 1982); 
Adler, Paideia Problems and Possibilities (New 
York: Macmillan, 1983); and Adler, The Paideia 
Program: An Educational Syllabus (New York: 
Macmillan, 1984). 
See William Bagley, “Just What is the Crux and 
the Conflict Between the Progressives and the 
Essentialists?”, Educational Administration and Su- 
pervision (September 1940), рр. 508-511; Arthur 
Bestor, Educational Wastelands (Urbana, Ш.: Uni- 
versity of Illinois Press, 1953); and Hyman 
Rickover, Education and Freedom (New York: E. P. 
Dutton, 1959). 
See Daniel Tanner, “Curriculum History,” in Н. 
E. Mitzel, ed., Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 
5th ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1982), рр. 412- 
420. 
Hyman G. Rickover, “European vs. American 
Secondary Schools,” Phi Delta Kappan (November 
1958), p. 61. 


50 


27. 
28. 


29. 


30. 
31. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


89. 
40. 


41. 


Philosophical Foundations of Curriculum 


Arthur Bestor, The Restoration of Learning (New 
York: Knopf, 1955), p. 120. 
Rickover, “European vs. American Secondary 
Schools,” p. 61. 
Stanley M. Elam, “The Gallup Education Sur- 
veys,” Phi Delta Kappan (September 1983), pp- 
26-32. See also Gallup polls published in the Sep- 
tember or October issues of Phi Delta Kappan, 
1984 to 1986. 
Educational Governance in the States (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, 1983). 
Daniel L. Duke, “What is the Nature of Educa- 
tional Excellence and Should We Try to Measure 
и?” Phi Delta Kappan (June 1985), рр. 675-681; 
Allan C. Ornstein, “Teacher Accountability: 
Trends and Policies,” Education and Urban Society 
(February 1986), pp- 221-229; and Teacher Edu- 
cation Policy in the States (Washington, D.C.: 
American Association of Colleges for Teacher 
Education, 1986). 
Gregory R. Anrig, “Educational Standards, Test- 
ing, and Equity,” Phi Delta Kappan (May 1985), 
pp. 623-625; Chester Finn, “The New Basics for 
Everyone,” Educational Leadership (October 1983), 
рр. 28-29. 
Allan C. Ornstein, “An Historical Look—How Do 
Educators Meet the Needs of Society?” National 
Association of Secondary School Principals (May 
1985), pp. 36—47; Daniel Tanner, The American 
High School at the Crossroads,” Educational Lead- 
ership (March 1984), pp. 4-13. 
Duke, “What is the Nature of Educational Excel- 
lence?”; Albert Shanker, “The Real Crisis in Pub- 
lic Schools,” Educational Digest (March 1983), pp. 
10-11; and Herbert J. Walberg, “Can We Raise 
Standards,” Educational Leadership (October 
1983), pp. 4-6. 
Howard Gardner, Frames of Mind: A Theory of 
ше Intelligences (New York: Basic Books, 
983). 
Gary Natriello, Edward L. Мерт, and Aaron M. 
Pallas, “School Reform and Potential Dropouts,” 
Educational Leadership (May 1985), pp. 11—14; 
Charles V. Willie, “The Problem of Standardized 
Testing in a Free and Pluralistic Society,” Phi 
Delta Kappan (May 1985), pp. 626-627. 
Allan С. Ornstein and Daniel U. Levine, An Intro- 
duction to the Foundations of Education, 3rd ed. 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1985). 
R. Freeman Butts, Public Education in the United 
States (New York: Holt, 1978); Lawrence A. 
Cremin, The Transformation of the School (New 
York: Knopf, 1961). 
John Dewey, Democracy and Education (New York: 
Macmillan, 1916). 
John Dewey, “Need for a Philosophy of Educa- 
tion,” New Era in Home and School (November 
1934), p. 212. 
John Dewey, How We Think, rev. ed. (Lexington, 
Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1933); William Kilpatrick, 


42. 


44. 


47. 


48. 


49. 


50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 


54. 


55. 


46. 


Foundations of Method (New York: Macmillan, 
1925). 
John Dewey, The Child and the Curriculum (Chi- 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1902), pp. 
30-31; Dewey, Experience and Education (New 
York: Macmillan, 1938), р. vii. 
Boyd H. Bode, Progressive Education at the Cross- 
roads (New York: Newson, 1938). 
Ibid., p. 44. 
Cremin, The Transformation of the School. 
Herbert Kohl, The Open Classroom (New York: 
Random House, 1969); Jonathan Kozol, Free 
Schools (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972). See 
also John Р. Miller and Wayne Seller, Curriculum; 
Perspectives and Practice (New York: Longman, 
1986). 
Charles A. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom (New 
York: Random House, 1971). 
Arthur Т. Jersild, In Search of Self (New York: 
Teachers College Press, 1952); Jersild, When 
Teachers Face Themselves (New York: Teachers 
College Press, 1955); and Arthur Combs and 
Donald Snygg, Individual Behavior, 2nd ей. (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1959). See also Arthur 
Combs, ed., Perceiving, Behavioring, Becoming 
(Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development, 1962); Combs, A 
Personal Approach to Teaching (Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, 1982). 
Abraham H. Maslow, Toward a Psychology of Being 
(New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1962); 
Maslow, Motivation and Personality, 2nd ed. (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1970); Carl К. Rogers, 
Client-Centered Therapy (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1951); Rogers, On Becoming a Person (Bos- 
ton: Houghton Mifflin, 1961); and Rogers, Free- 
dom to Learn for the 1980s, 2nd ed. (Columbus, 
Ohio: Merrill, 1983). 
Michael W. Apple, Education and Power (Boston: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982); Richard Н. 
Willer, ed., Humanistic Education: Visions and Real- 
ities (Berkeley, Calif.: McCutchan, 1977). 
Mario D. Fantini, “Humanizing the Humanistic 
Movement,” Phi Delta Kappan (February 1974), 
p. 400. 
For a discussion of these radical critics, see Philip 
W. Jackson, “Deschooling? No,” Today's Education 
(November 1972), pp. 18-21; Allan C. Ornstein, 
“Critics and Criticism of Education,” Educational 
Forum (November 1977), pp. 21-30. See also 
Diane Ravitch, The Troubled Crusade: American Ed- 
ucation 1945-1980 (New York: Basic Books, 
1983). 
Edgar Z. Friedenberg, The Vanishing Adolescent 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1959), pp. 26, 91, 110. 
See also Edgar Z. Friedenberg, Coming of Age in 
America (New York: Random House, 1967). 
До Holt, How Children Fail (New York: Pitman, 
). 
Paul Goodman, Compulsory Mis-education (New 


56. 
57. 


58. 
59. 
60. 


61. 


63. 
64. 


65. 


66. 
67. 


68. 


69. 


70. 
71. 


72: 


York: Horizon Press, 1964), pp. 20-22. 

Paul Goodman, New Reformation (New York: 
Random House, 1970), p. 86. 

А. 5. Neill, Summerhill: A Radical Approach to Child 
Rearing (New York: Hart, 1960), p. 4. 

Ibid., pp. 4, 14. 

Ibid., pp. 21, 157. 

Ivan Illich, Deschooling Society (New York: Harper 
& Row, 1971). 

See Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis, Schooling 
in Capitalist America (New York: Basic Books, 
1976); Martin Carnoy, ed., Schooling in a Corporate 
Society (New York: McKay, 1975); and Alan 
Gartner, Colin Greer, and Frank Riessman, eds., 
After Deschooling, What? (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1973). See also Michael Dale, “Stalking a 
Conceptual Chameleon: Ideology іп Marxist 
Studies of Education,” Educational Theory (Sum- 
тег 1986), рр. 241—258. 

George S. Counts, Dare the School Build а New So- 
cial Order? (New York: Day, 1932), pp. 7-8. See 
also Robert R. Sherman, “Dare the School Build a 
New Social Order—Again?” Educational Theory 
(Winter 1986), pp. 87-92. 

See John Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy (New 
York: Holt, 1920). 

Theodore Brameld, Ends and Means in Education 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1950); Brameld, Pat- 
terns of Educational Philosophy (New York: World, 
1950). 

Theodore Brameld, “Reconstructionism as Radi- 
cal Philosophy of Education,” Educational Forum 
(November 1977), p. 70. 

Brameld, Patterns of Educational Philosophy, р. 519. 
Mario D. Fantini, Regaining Excellence in Education 
(Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1986); Harold Shane, 
Educating for a New Millennium (Bloomington, 
Ind.: Phi Delta Kappa, 1981); and Alvin ‘Toffler, 
Previews and Premises (New York: Morrow, 1983). 
Michael W. Apple, in a telephone conversation 
with one of the authors, August 8, 1985; Herbert 
M. Kliebard, in a personal conversation with one 
of the authors, April 17, 1986. 

Maxine Greene, “Curriculum and Conscious- 
ness,” in W. Pinar, ed., Curriculum Theorizing 
(Berkeley, Calif.: McCutchan, 1975), pp- 303- 
305; Greene, Landscapes of Learning, p. 163. 
Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed (New York: 
Herder and Herder, 1970), pp. 75, 100, 108. 
William Pinar, “Sanity, Madness, and the 
School,” in Pinar, ed., Curriculum Theorizing, pp- 
364-366; 369-373, 381. 

Michael W. Apple, Ideology and Curriculum (Bos- 


73. 


74. 
75. 


76. 
77. 


78. 


79. 


80. 


81. 


82. 


83. 


Philosophical Foundations of Curriculum 51 


ton: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979), p. 4. See 
also Apple, Teachers and Texts (Boston: Routledge 
& Kegan Paul, 1986). 

Michael Apple and Nancy R. King, “What Do 
Schools Teach?” in R. H. Weller, ed., Humanistic 
Education (Berkeley, Calif.: McCutchan, 1977), р. 
30. 

Illich, Deschooling Society. 

Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed; Freire, The Poli- 
tics of Education, Culture, Power, and Liberation 
(South Hedley, Mass.: Bergin and Garvey, 1985). 
Macdonald, “Curriculum and Human Interests,” 
р. 293. 

Horace Mann, The Republic and the School, rev. ей. 
(New York: Teachers College Press, Columbia 
University, 1957), p. 39. 

David В. Tyack, Turning Points in American Educa- 
tional History (Waltham, Mass.: Blaisdell, 1967), 
р. 114. 

Henry М. Levin, “Equal Educational Opportu- 
nity and the Distribution of Educational Expend- 
itures,” in A. Kopan and Н. J. Walberg, eds., 
Rethinking Educational Equality (Berkeley, Calif.: 
McCutchan, 1974), р. 30. 

See James S. Coleman et al., Equality of Educa- 
tional Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Соу- 
ernment Printing Office, 1966); Christopher 
Jencks et al., Inequality: A Reassessment of the Effect 
of Family and Schools in America (New York: Basic 
Books, 1972). 

James S. Coleman, “The Concept of Equality of 
Educational Opportunity,” Harvard Educational 
Review (Winter 1968), pp. 7—22. 

See Richard Н. deLone, Small Futures: Children, 
Inequality, and the Limits of Liberal Reform (New 
York: Harcourt, 1979); Nathan Glazer, Affir- 
mative Discrimination: Ethnic Inequality and Public 
Policy (New York: Basic Books, 1975); and Allan 
C. Ornstein and Steven I. Miller, Policy Issues in 
Education (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1976). 
John W. Gardner, Excellence: Can We Be Equal and 
Excellent Too? (New York: Harper & Row, 1961), 
pp. 17-18, 83, 90. 

Dewey, Democracy and Education, p. 383. 


. James А. Johnson et al., Introduction to the Founda- 


tions of American Education, 5th ed. (Boston: Allyn 
and Bacon, 1984); Ornstein and Levine, Jntroduc- 
tion to the Foundations of Education. 

Ronald 5. Brandt and Ralph W. Tyler, “Goals 
and Objectives,” in F. W. English, ed., Fundamen- 
tal Curriculum Decisions (Alexandria, Va.: Associa- 
tion for Supervision and Curriculum Develop- 
ment, 1983), pp. 40-52. 


chapter 3 


HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS 


Because many scholars in the field of curric- 
ulum often lack historical perspective, they 
rely on the history of American education to 
analyze the heritage of our curriculum. By 
analyzing the first 200 years (or more) of 
curriculum, up to the turn of the twentieth 
century, we can view curriculum primarily 
in terms of evolving subject matter or con- 
tent and the dominant philosophy of peren- 
nialism. Not until the rise of progressivism, 
followed by the early period of behaviorism 
and scientism in education (the use of em- 
pirical methods, analysis of human behav- 
lor, and generalizations), did attention in 
the curriculum field expand to include prin- 
ciples of curriculum development. This 
shift occurred in the early years of the twen- 
tieth century. 

We begin our discussion with the colonial 
period and proceed through the eighteenth, 
nineteenth, and twentieth centuries. Most of 
our discussion focuses on the last 100 years. 
In the interest of brevity. we examine only 
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the broad sweep of curriculum, and how the 
curriculum evolved. 


THE COLONIAL PERIOD: 
1642-1776 


The historical foundations of curriculum 
are largely rooted in the educational experi- 
ences of colonial Massachusetts. Massachu- 
setts was settled mainly by Puritans who ad- 
hered to strict principles of theology. Unlike 
contemporary schools, the first schools in 
New England were closely related to the Pu- 
ritan church. The major purpose of school, 
according to educational historians, was to 
teach children to read the Scriptures and 
notices of civil affairs.' 

Reading, therefore, was the most impor- 
tant subject, followed by writing and spell- 
ing, for purposes of understanding the cate- 
chism and common law. Since colonial days, 
then, reading and related language skills 


have been basic to American education and 
basic to the elementary school curriculum. 


Three Colonial Regions. 


Colonial schools established in Massachu- 
setts were derived from two sources: Legis- 
lation of 1642, which required parents and 
guardians of children to make certain that 
their charges could read and understand 
the principles of religion and the laws of the 
Commonwealth; and the “Old Deluder Sa- 
tan” Act of 1647, which required every town 
of fifty or more families to appoint a read- 
ing and writing teacher. Towns of 100 or 
more families were to employ a teacher of 
Latin so that students could be prepared for 
entry to Harvard College.” The other New 
England colonies, except Rhode Island, fol- 
lowed the Massachusetts example. 

These early laws reveal how important 
education was to the Puritan settlers. Some 
historians have regarded these laws as the 
roots of American school law and the public 
school movement. It is obvious that the Pu- 
ritans did not want an illiterate class to grow 
in colonial America. They feared that such a 
class might comprise a group of dependent 
poor, an underclass, which would be remi- 
niscent of that in England and other parts of 
Europe, and which they wanted to avoid. 
They also wanted to ensure that their chil- 
dren would grow up being committed to the 
religious doctrines. 

In the middle colonies, unlike New Eng- 
land, no common language or religion ex- 
isted. Writes George Beauchamp, “Compe- 
tition among political and religious groups 
retarded willingness to expend the public 
funds for educational purposes.” No single 
system of schools could be established. What 
evolved instead were parochial and inde- 
pendent schools, related to different ethnic 
and religious groups, and the idea of com- 
munity or local control of schools (as op- 
posed to New England’s concept of central 
or district-wide schools). The current notion 
of cultural pluralism thus took shape and 
form some 200 years ago. Just as the schools 
and the curriculum were uniform and cen- 
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tralized in the New England colonies, they 
were divergent and localized in the middle 
Atlantic colonies. 

Until the end of the eighteenth century 
educational decisions in the Southern colo- 
nies were generally left to the family. Legis- 
lative action was taken, however, in behalf 
of poor children, orphans and illegitimate 
children—to ensure that their guardians 
provided private educational or vocational 
skills. Nevertheless, the plantation system of 
landholding, slavery, and gentry created a 
small privileged class of white children (chil- 
dren of plantation owners) who had the 
benefit of private tutors. For most poor 
whites who tilled the soil, formal education 
was nonexistent. Unable to read and write, 
many of them grew up to be subsistence 
farmers like their parents before them. 
Black slaves’ children were forbidden to 
learn to read or write and were relegated as 
the underclass of the plantation system. In 
short, the economic and political system of 
the early South “tended to retard the devel- 
opment of a large-scale system of schools. 
This education [handicap] was felt long 
after the Civil War period.” 

Despite the regional variations between 
the schools of New England, the middle At- 
lantic colonies, and the South, all three areas 
were influenced by English political ideas. 
And, despite differences in language, reli- 
gion, and economic systems, religious com- 
mitment had a high priority throughout all 
schools and society; the family, too, played a 
major role in the socialization and education 
of all children. What was later to become the 
three Rs evolved from these schools as well. 

“The curriculum of the colonial schools 
consisted of reading, writing, and [some] 
arithmetic along with the rudiments of reli- 
gious faith and lessons designed to develop 
manners and morals.” It was a traditional 
curriculum, stressing basic-skill acquisition, 
timeless and absolute values, social and reli- 
gious conformity, faith in authority, knowl- 
edge for the sake of knowledge, rote learn- 
ing, and memorization. It was based on the 
notion of child depravity (children were 
born in sin, play was idleness, апа child's 
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talk gibberish), and thus the teacher needed 
to apply constant discipline. This approach 
to the curriculum dominated American ed- 
ucation until the rise of progressivism. 


Colonial Schools. 


The colonial schools were important in- 
stitutions for colonial society, as they are for 
today’s. One difference is that a smaller per- 
centage of the school-aged children at- 
tended elementary school on a regular basis 
compared to today, and a much smaller per- 
centage of youth attended secondary school, 
much less graduated. 


The Town School. In the New England 
colonies, the town school was a locally con- 
trolled and popular elementary school. Of- 
ten it was a crude, one-room structure, 
dominated by the teacher's pulpit at the 
front of the room, and attended by both 
boys and girls of the community. Students 
sat on benches and studied their assign- 
ments until called on to recite by the school- 
master. The children ranged in age from 5 
or 6 to 13 and 14. Attendance was not al- 
ways regular; it depended on weather con- 
ditions and on individual families’ needs for 
their children to work on their farms.’ 


Parochial and Private Schools. In the 
middle colonies, parochial schools апа pri- 
vate schools predominated; the elementary 
schools were establisned by missionary soci- 
eties and various religious апа ethnic 
groups to educate their own children. Like 
the New England town schools, these 
schools focused on reading and writing and 
religious sermons. In the South, upper-class 
children attended private schools oriented 
to reading, writing, arithmetic, and studying 
the primer and Bible; less fortunate chil- 
dren attended charity schools (if they were 
lucky) to be trained in the three Rs, to recite 
religious hymns (which was less demanding 
than reading the Bible), and to learn voca- 
tional skills. 


Latin Grammar Schools. At the second- 
ary level, the sons of the upper class at- 
tended Latin grammar schools, first estab- 


lished in Boston in 1635, to be prepared for 
entry into college. These schools catered to 
those who planned to enter the professions 
(medicine, law, teaching, and the ministry) 
or to spend their lives as business owners or 
merchants.” 

A boy would enter a Latin grammar 
school at the age of 8 or 9 and remain for 
eight years. His curriculum consisted of 
studying the classics. “There were some 
courses in Greek, rhetoric . . . and logic, but 
Latin was apparently three-quarters of the 
curriculum in most of the grammar schools, 
ог тоге ...” Little or no attention was 
given to the other arts and sciences. “The 
religious atmosphere was quite as evident 
... as it was in the elementary school” with 
the “master praying regularly with his 
pupils” and quizzing them “thoroughly on 
the sermons....”’ The regimen of study 
was exhausting and unexciting, and the 
school’s role that of handmaiden of the 
church. As Samuel Morrison reminds us, 
the Latin grammar school was one of colo- 
nial America’s closest links to European 
schools, and its curriculum resembled the 
classical humanist curriculum of the Renais- 
sance (when schools were primarily іп- 
tended for children of the upper classes and 
their role was to support the religious and 
social institution of that ега)." 


The Academy. The academy, estab- 
lished in 1751, was the second American in- 
stitution to provide education at the second- 
ary level. Based on the ideas of Benjamin 
Franklin, and intended to offer a practical 
curriculum for those not going to college, it 
had a diversified curriculum of English 
grammar, classics, composition, rhetoric, 
and public speaking." Latin was no longer 
considered a crucial subject. Students could 
choose a foreign language based on their 
vocational needs—for example, a prospec- 
tive clergyman could study Latin or Greek, 
and a future businessman could learn 
French, German, or Spanish. Mathematics 
was to be taught for its practical application 
to a job rather than as an abstract intellec- 
tual exercise. History was the chief ethical 


study, not religion. The academy also intro- 
duced many practical and manual skills into 
the formal curriculum; these formed the ba- 
sis of vocational curriculum in the twentieth 
century: Carpentry, engraving, printing, 
painting, cabinet making, farming, book- 
keeping, and so on. 


College. Most students went to Harvard 
or Yale after they graduated from Latin 
grammar schools. College was based on the 
Puritan conception that those called to the 
ministry needed to be soundly educated in 
the classics and scriptures. The students had 
to demonstrate their competency in Latin 
and Greek and the classics. 

Latin grammar schools prepared stu- 
dents for Harvard or Yale college—much 
like high school academic programs prepare 
students for college today. The current rela- 
tionship between the course offerings of 
secondary school and college admission re- 
quirements was, in fact, set in motion more 
than 200 years ago. Writes Ellwood 
Cubberley, “The student would be admitted 
into college ‘upon Examination’ whereby he 
could show competency ‘to Read, Construe, 
Parce Tully, Vergil and the Greek Testa- 
ment; and to write Latin in Prose and to 
understand the Rules of Prosodia and Com- 
mon Arithmetic’ as well as to bring ‘testi- 
mony of his blameless апа inoffensive 
life?" 

The Harvard/Yale curriculum consisted 
of courses in Latin, grammar, logic, rheto- 
ric, arithmetic, astronomy, ethics, metaphys- 
ics, and natural sciences. The curriculum 
for the ministry or other professions also in- 
cluded Greek, Hebrew, and ancient history. 


Old Textbooks, Old Readers. 


Because the hornbook, primer, Psalter, 
Testament, and Bible were considered text- 
books, they were widely read (depending on 
the reading ability of the students). By and 
large, most elementary textbooks, until the 
time of the American Revolution, were of 
English origin or were direct imitations of 
English texts." Children learned the alpha- 
bet, Lord’s Prayer, some syllables, words, 
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and sentences by memorizing the horn- 
book—a paddle-shaped board to which was 
attached a single sheet of parchment cov- 
ered by a transparent sheath made by 
flattening cattle horns. 

When the New England Primer was pub- 
lished in the last decade of the seventeenth 
century, it replaced the English primer. It 
was not only the first American basal reader, 
it was also the most widely used textbook in 
the colonies for over 100 years; more than 3 
million copies were sold. The New England 
Primer was permeated with religious and 
moral doctrines. The somber caste of the 
Puritan religion and morals was evident as 
students memorized sermons and learned 
their ABCs: 


A—In Адат” Fall 
We sinned all 
B—Thy Life to mend 

This book attend 
C—The Cat doth play 

And after slay... 
Z—Zacheus he 

Did climb the tree 

His Lord to see." 


In 1740 Thomas Dilworth published a New 
Guide to the English Tongue, which contained 
a mixture of grammar, spelling, and reli- 
gious material. It was followed a few years 
later by the School Master's Assistant, a widely 
used mathematics text. 

The narrowness of the elementary school 
curriculum, and the limited use of text- 
books, were illustrated by Noah Webster, an 
ardent cultural nationalist, years later in a 
letter to Henry Barnard, then Commis- 
sioner of Education of Connecticut: 


... before the Revolution... the books used 
were chiefly or wholly Dilworth’s Spelling Books, 
the Psalter, Testament, and Bible. No geography 
was studied before the publication of Dr. Morse’s 
small books on that subject, about the year 1786 
or 1787. No history was read, as far as my knowl- 
edge extends, for there was no abridged history 
of the United States. Except the books above 
mentioned, no book for reading was used before 
the publication of the Third Part of my Institute, 
in 1785.... Тһе Introduction of my Spelling 
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Book, first published in 1783, produced a great 
change іп the department of spelling. ...No 
English grammar was generally taught in com- 
mon schools when I was young, except that in 
Dilworth, and that to no good purpose." 


THE NATIONAL PERIOD: 
1776-1850 


A new mission for education, which began 
to emerge during the Revolutionary period, 
continued through the early national pe- 
riod. Many leaders began to link free public 
schooling with the ideas of popular govern- 
ment and political freedom. Wrote Presi- 
dent Madison, “А popular government 
without popular information, or the means 
of acquiring it, is but a prologue to a farce or 
a tragedy or perhaps both.” Jefferson ex- 
pressed a similar belief when he asserted: 
“If a nation expects to be ignorant and free 
in a state of civilization, it expects what 
never was and never will be.” 

The emphasis on life, liberty, and equal- 
ity was highlighted in the great documents 
of the era: The Declaration of Indepen- 
dence, the Bill of Rights, and the Northwest 
Ordinances. In 1785 these ordinances di- 
vided the Northwest Territory into town- 
ships and reserved the sixteenth section of 
“every township for the maintenance of 
public schools.” In 1787, they reaffirmed 
that “schools and the means of education 
shall forever be encouraged” by the states. 
The federal government thus recognized its 
commitment to education and exhibited its 
willingness to advance its cause, while as- 
suring the autonomy of state and local 
schools, guaranteed by the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. As a result of these Ordinances, thirty- 
nine states received over 154 million acres 
of land for schools from the federal govern- 
тепе." 

By the turn of the nineteenth century, 
secular forces had developed sufficiently to 
challenge and ultimately cause the decline 
of religious influence over elementary and 
secondary schools. Among these secular 
forces were the development of democracy, 


the development of a strong federal govern- 
ment, the idea of religious freedom, and 
new discoveries in natural sciences. 

Even though some leaders of the country 
mistrusted the mass of the people and con- 
tinued to favor the classical curriculum, the 
popular movement in government mobi- 
lized against the money class and the old 
curriculum based on English traditions. Ac- 
companying this growing political liberalism 
was an emerging cultural nationalism—a 
demand for an American language, an 
American culture, and an American educa- 
tional system free of English ideas from the 
past. As a new nation, America sought its 
own political system and culture—and this 
thinking spilled over into the schools. 


Rush: Science, Progress, and Free 
Education. 


Dr. Benjamin Rush (1745—1813). repre- 
sented this new era. In 1791, he wrote that 
the emphasis on the classics led to the preju- 
dice the masses felt for institutions of learn- 
ing. As long as Latin and Greek dominated 
the curriculum, universal education beyond 
the rudiments was wishful thinking. In a 
new country, in which the chief task was to 
explore and develop natural resources, as 
well as to promote democracy, education 
should be functional to these concerns. “Un- 
der these circumstances, to spend four or 
five years in learning two dead languages, is 
to turn our backs upon a gold mine, in or- 
der to amuse ourselves catching butterflies.” 
If the time spent on Latin and Greek were 
devoted to science, continued this champion 
pragmatist, “the human condition would be 
much improved.” For Rush, science was 
the chief instrument of social progress. 

Rush went on to outline a plan of educa- 
tion for Pennsylvania and the new Republic: 
Free elementary schools in every township 
consisting of 100 families or more, a free 
academy at the county level, and free col- 
leges and universities at the state level for 
the future leaders of society. The public 
would pay for the expenses, but, in the end, 
Rush argued, the educational system would 


reduce our taxes because a productive and 
well-managed workforce and entrepreneur 
force would result. Rush’s curriculum em- 
phasized reading, writing, and arithmetic at 
the elementary school level; English, Ger- 
man, the arts, and especially the sciences at 
the secondary and college level; and good 
manners and moral principles from the be- 
ginning to the end of the educational se- 
quence. 


Jefferson: Education for Citizenship. 


Faith in the agrarian society and distrust 
toward the proletariat of the cities were ba- 
sic in Thomas Jefferson’s (1743—1896) idea 
of democracy. A man of wide-ranging inter- 
ests that embraced politics, agriculture, sci- 
ence, and education, Jefferson assumed the 
state had the responsibility to cultivate an 
educated and liberated citizenry to ensure a 
democratic society. In “A Bill for the More 
General Diffusion of Knowledge,” intro- 
duced in the Virginia legislature in 1779, 
Jefferson advocated a plan that provided 
educational opportunities for both common 
people and landed gentry “at the expense of 
all." To Jefferson, formal education was 
largely а state or civic concern, rather than a 
matter reserved to religious or upper-class 
groups. Schools should be financed through 
public taxes. 

Jefferson’s plan subdivided the counties 
of Virginia into wards, each of which would 
have a free elementary school to teach read- 
ing, writing, arithmetic, and history. His 
proposal also provided for the establish- 
ment of twenty grammar schools at the sec- 
ondary level, for which gifted students who 
could not afford to pay tuition would be 
provided scholarships. There, the students 
would study Latin, Greek, English, geogra- 
phy, and higher mathematics. Upon com- 
pleting grammar school, half the scholar- 
ship students would be assigned positions as 
elementary or ward school teachers. The 
ten scholarship students of highest achieve- 
ment would attend William and Mary Col- 
lege. Jefferson’s plan promoted the idea of 
school as a selective agency to identify bright 
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students for continuing education, as well as 
the traditional idea of equality of opportu- 
nity for economically less fortunate stu- 
dents. 

Neither Jefferson’s proposal for Virginia 
nor Rush’s proposal for Pennsylvania were 
enacted. Nonetheless, the bills indicate the 
type of educational theorizing characteristic 
of the young nation. Coupled with Frank- 
lin’s academy, and its practical curriculum 
based on business and commercial ргіпсі- 
ples of education rather than classical and 
religious principles, these bills demon- 
strated the purpose of education to be to 
promote good citizenship, social progress, 
and utilitarianism. The classical curriculum 
and religious influence were, in effect, be- 
ginning to decline. Rush and Jefferson (and 
to a lesser extent Franklin) were all con- 
cerned with equality of educational oppor- 
tunity—that is, they proposed universal 
education for the masses of children and 
youth, and methods for identifying students 
of superior ability, who were to receive free 
secondary and college educations at public 
expense. 


Webster: Schoolmaster and Cultural 
Nationalism. 


The United States differed from most 
new countries struggling for identity in that 
it lacked a shared cultural identity and na- 
tional literature. In its struggle against the 
“older” cultures and “older” ideas, the new 
nation went to great lengths to differentiate 
itself from England.” Noah Webster 
(1758-1843) called passionately upon his 
fellow Americans to “unshackle [their] 
minds and act like independent beings. You 
have been children long enough, subject to 
the control and subservient to the interests 
of a haughty parent. ... You have an em- 
pire to raise . . . and a national character to 
establish and extend by your wisdom and 
judgment.” 

In 1789, when the Constitution went into 
effect as the law of the land, Webster argued 
that the United States should have its own 
system of “language as well as government.” 
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The language of Great Britain, he reasoned, 
“should no longer be our standard; for the 
taste of her writers is already completed, 
and her language on the десте."" By the 
act of revolution, the American people had 
declared their political independence from 
England, and now they needed to declare 
their cultural independence as well. 

Realizing that a sense of national identity 
was conveyed through a distinctive national 
language and literature, Webster set out to 
reshape the English language used in the 
United States. He believed that a uniquely 
American language would: (1) eliminate the 
remains of European usage; (2) create a uni- 
form American speech that would be free of 
localism and provincialism; and (3) promote 
self-conscious American cultural national- 
ism.” The creation of an American lan- 
guage would become the linguistic mortar 
or national union; it would, however, have 
to be phonetically simple to render it more 
suitable to the common people. 

Webster directly related the learning of 
language to organized education. As they 
learned the American language, children 
also would learn to think and act as Ameri- 
cans. The American language that Webster 
proposed would have to be taught deliber- 
ately and systematically to the young in the 
nation’s schools. Because the curriculum of 
these Americanized schools would ђе 
shaped by the books that the students read, 
Webster spent much of his life writing spell- 
ing and reading books. His Grammatical In- 
stitute of the English Language was published 
in 1783. The first part of the Institute was 
later printed as The American Spelling Book, 
which was widely used throughout the 
United States in the first half of the nine- 
teenth century." Webster’s Spelling Book 
went through many editions; it is estimated 
that 15 million copies had been sold by 
1837. Webster’s great work was The Ameri- 
can Dictionary, which was completed in 1825 
after twenty-five years of laborious re- 
search.” Often termed the “schoolmaster of 
the Republic,” Noah Webster was an educa- 
tional statesman of the early national period 
whose work helped to create a sense of 


American language, identity, and national- 
ity. 


McGuffey: The Reader and American 
Virtues. 


William Holmes McGuffey (1800-1878), 
who taught most of his life in Ohio colleges, 
also entered the debate on American cul- 
tural nationalism. The author of America’s 
most popular textbooks of the period, called 
the Readers, McGuffey acknowledged with 
respect and gratitude America’s “obligations 
to Europe and the descendants of the Eng- 
lish stock” in science, art, law, literature, and 
manners. America had made its own contri- 
butions to humankind, however; they “were 
not literary or cultural, but moral and politi | 
cal.” The seeds of popular liberty “first ger- 
minated from our English ancestors, but it 
shot up to its fullest heights in our land.” 
America had furnished to Europe proof 
that “popular institutions, founded on 
equality and the principle of representation, 
are capable of maintaining governments,” 
that it was practical to elevate the masses, 
what Europe called the laboring and lower 
class, “to the great right and great duty of 
self-government.” Thus, McGuffey bal- 
anced the cultural indebtedness of the coun- 
try with its political and social promise, the 
full realization of liberalism and traditions 
of the American common folk. 

It is estimated that over 120 million cop- 
ies of McGuffey’s five Readers were sold be- 
tween 1836 and 1920.” What McGuffey did 
was to combine the virtues of the Protestant 
faith with those of rural America—patriot- 
ism, heroism, hard work, diligence, and vir- 
tuous living. The tone was moral, religious, 
capitalistic, and pro-American; the selec- 
tions of American literature included ora- 
tions by George Washington, Patrick Henry, 
Benjamin Franklin, and Daniel Webster. 
Through his Readers, McGuffey taught sev- 
eral generations of Americans. He also pro- 
vided the first graded Readers for our 
schools and paved the way for a graded sys- 
tem, which had its beginnings in 1840. So 
popular were his Readers, and so vivid and 


timeless his patriotism and faith in Ameri- 
can institutions—home, work, church, and 
nationhood—that many of his Readers (also 
his Pictorial Primer) have been reintroduced 
today in some rural, conservative, and/or 
fundamentalist schools. 


NINETEENTH-CENTURY EUROPEAN 
EDUCATORS 


Even though much criticism was leveled 
against European thought, American edu- 
cation was greatly influenced by it. At the 
college level, German educators influenced 
the fields of natural science, psychology, 
and sociology; many of our research-orien- 
ted universities were based on the German 
model. At the public school level, K-12, Ger- 
man (and Swiss) thought introduced roman- 
tic and progressive ideas—and a curriculum 
and instructional method that were psycho- 
logically oriented and considered the needs 
and interests of the students. The English 
also impacted on American education by 
providing models of schooling that ranged 
from efficient to romantic. 

However strongly American patriots may 
have desired a distinctive cultural life, they 
could not, as men and women of common 
sense and learning, turn their backs on the 
wealth and wisdom of European ideas. 
Moreover, the rising current of educational 
thought in the Old World was not all 
steeped in old-fashioned and classical ideas, 
because progressive and scientific principles 
were beginning to evolve. 

The theme of reform characterized 
much of the educational discussions of the 
time, The limitations of the “traditional cur- 
riculum and typical school of this era were 
recognized by educational leaders in Eur- 
ope and America, and many of the features 
that were now firmly established in [curricu- 
lum] theory and practice can be traced to 
the ideas of the men and women who were 
ahead of their time.™ The traditional cur- 
riculum, which emphasized Latin, Greek, 
and the classics, was deemphasized. New 
pedagogical practices were developed that 
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ran contrary to the methods of rote learn- 
ing, memorization, and corporal punish- 
ment. 


Pestalozzi: General and Special Methods. 


During the early American period of ed- 
ucation, educational reformers were influ- 
enced by Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi 
(1746-1827), a Swiss educator. According to 
one educational historian, “Pestalozzi, prob- 
ably more than any other educational re- 
former, laid the basis for the modern ele- 
mentary school and helped to reform 
elementary-school practice Pestalozzi 
maintained that the educational process 
should be based on the natural development 
of the child and his or her sensory influ- 
ences—similar thinking to that of current 
progressives and environmentalists. Pesta- 
lozzi’s basic pedagogical innovation was his 
insistence that children learn through the 
senses rather than with words. He labeled 
rote learning as mindless, and he empha- 
sized instead linking the curriculum to chil- 
dren’s experiences in their home and family 
lives. 

Education, according to Pestalozzi, was to 
develop by considering the “general” 
method and “special” method. ‘The general 
method called for educators, who were lov- 
ing persons, to provide emotional security, 
trust, and affection toward the children. 
The special method considered the auditory 
and visual senses of the children in the 
teaching process. To this end, Pestalozzi de- 
vised the “object” lesson, in which children 
studied common objects that they saw and 
experienced in their daily environments— 
plants, rocks, artifacts, and so оп. The object 
lesson enhanced three types of learning— 
form, number, and sound. Children would 
first determine the form of the object, then 
draw it, then name it. From the lessons in 
form, number, and sound came more 
formal instruction in the three Rs. 

Pestalozzi’s ideas had great impact on 
early nineteenth-century American educa- 
tion. William McClure and Joseph Neef, 
and later Horace Mann and Henry 
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Barnard, when he was U.S. Commissioner 
of Education, all worked to introduce his 
ideas into American schools.” His basic con- 
cepts of education became part of progres- 
sive schooling, and later appeared in the 
move for curriculum relevancy and human- 
istic curriculum. When educators discov- 
ered the “disadvantaged” in the 1960s and 
later promoted the ideas of Project Head 
Start and compensatory education, 
Pestalozzi’s theories had special imprint. 


Froebel: The Kindergarten Movement. 


Friedrich Froebel (1782-1852), a Ger- 
man educator, is known for his develop- 
ment of the kindergarten, what he called 
the “child’s garden.” Froebel proposed that 
the educational process should start when 
children are 3 or 4 years old, and that it 
should be based on organized play. This ob- 
viously suggested a far less formal, rigid, or 
authoritarian school environment. 

Froebel’s kindergarten was a prepared 
environment in which learning was based 
on the children’s self-activities, and self- 
development, and on the children’s trust 
and affection along the lines of Pestalozzi. 
Songs, stories, colorful materials, and 
games—what classical curriculum advocates 
would criticize as wasteful—were part of the 
formal curriculum. The children could ma- 
nipulate objects (spheres, cubes, and cir- 
cles), shape and construct materials (clay, 
sand, cardboard), and engage in playful ac- 
tivities (build castles and mountains, run 
and exercise)."' Together these activities 
were to comprise the learning environment 
and provide a secure and pleasant place 
where children could grow naturally. 

The kindergarten concept was brought 
to America by German immigrants, and the 
first American kindergarten was established 
in Watertown, Wisconsin, in 1855 by 
Margaret Schurz. William Harris, Superin- 
tendent of Schools in St. Louis, Missouri, 
and later U.S. Commissioner of Education, 
was instrumental in implementing the idea 
on a broader scale. The kindergarten is now 


an established part of American education, 
and many of Froebel’s ideas of childhood 
experiences and methods of play are incor- 
porated into current theories of early child 
hood education and progressive schooling. 


Herbart: Moral and Intellectual 
Development. 


A famous German philosopher, Johann 
Freidrich Herbart (1776-1841) maintained 
that the main purpose of education was to 
develop moral character. This purpose 
could not be developed from the three Rs or 
the traditional curriculum because of their 
mechanical nature. Herbart specified two 
major bodies of subject matter: Knowledge 
interests and ethical interests. Knowledge 
interests involved empirical data, factual 
data, and theoretical ideas; ethical interests’ 
involved personal convictions, benevolence, 
and regard for the social welfare of others, 
justice, and equity. Herbart urged that his- 
tory, literature, mathematics, апа science 
find a place in the curriculum at all levels о 
education. He also introduced the idea of 
“correlation” of all subjects to unify the cur- 
riculum, an idea that influenced curriculum 
specialists who favored а core curriculum in 
the 1940s and 1950s. 

Herbart was instrumental in formalizing 
methods of instruction. Instruction, to be 
based on the teacher's building on the chil- 
dren’s previous learning and on their inter- 
ests and needs, was a psychological process 
that included the following steps: 


1. Preparation: The teacher considers previous 
learning experiences and stimulates the 
readiness of the learner. 

- Presentation: The new lesson is summarized. 

3. Association: The new lesson is related to ideas 
or materials previously studied. 

4. Generalization: Rules, principles, or generali- 
zations of the new ideas are mastered by the 
learning. 

5. Application: The new lesson is given meaning 
by testing and applying the new ideas to 
specific instances." 


~ 


Speaking of Herbart’s contribution to the 
instruction of teaching, John Dewey said: 
“Few attempts have been made to formulate 
a method, resting on general principles, of 
conducting a recitation. One of these is of 
great importance, and has probably had 
more influence upon the learning of lessons 
than all others put together; namely, the 
analysis by Herbart of a recitation into five 
successive steps.” 

Herbart’s formal steps of instruction 
were not only adopted by classroom teach- 
ers, they were applied to teacher training as 
well. In theory, teachers were asked to pre- 
pare their lessons by thinking of five steps, 
and asking: What do my students know? 
What questions should I ask? What events 
should I relate? What conclusions should be 
reached? How can students apply what they 
have learned? To a large extent, these in- 
structional principles influenced (ће 
teaching-learning principles Dewey ex- 
pressed in How We Think; they still serve as 
guidelines for teachers who use the develop- 
mental lesson approach. 


Spencer: Utilitarian and Scientific 
Education. 


Herbert Spencer (1820—1903) was ап 
English social scientist who based his ideas 
of education on Charles Darwin’s theories 
of biological evolution and survival of the 
fittest. Spencer maintained that social devel- 
opment takes place according to the evolu- 
tionary process by which simple societies 
had evolved to more complex social systems, 
characterized by an increased variety of spe- 
cialized professions and occupations. Be- 
cause of the laws of nature, only intelligent 
and productive populations would adapt to 
environmental changes. Less intelligent, 
weak, or lazy people would slowly disap- 
pear. The doctrine had immense implica- 
tions for education based on excellence, the 
notion of social-economic progress, and the 
idea of intellectual development based on 
heredity. 

Spencer also criticized religious doctrines 
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and classical subject matter in education as 
nonscientific and unrelated to contempo- 
rary society. Rather, he advocated a curricu- 
lum fit for industrialized society—one that 
was scientific and practical (utilitarian). He 
believed that traditional schools were im- 
practical and ornamental, a luxury for the 
upper class that failed to meet the needs of 
the people living in modern society. 

For Spencer, the major purpose of edu- 
cation was to “prepare for complete living.” 
Curriculum needed to be arranged accord- 
ing to this purpose. Spencer constructed a 
curriculum by prioritizing human Activities 
so as to advance human survival and prog- 
ress. His curriculum included the following 
activities, in order of importance: Activities 
that (1) sustain life; (2) enhance life; (3) aid 
in rearing children; (4) maintain one’s social 
and political relations; and (5) enhance lei- 
sure, tasks, and feelings.” 

In his famous essay, “What Knowledge Is 
Most Worth?,” Spencer answered his own 
question. He maintained that science was 
the most important knowledge for self- 
preservation and for securing the necessities 
of life—even though it received scant atten- 
tion in the curriculum. Spencer also ђе- 
lieved that students should not be told what 
to think but should rather be encouraged to 
discover as much as possible.” 

Although many of Spencer's ideas about 
religion, evolution, and social progress cre- 
ated a furor—and they still do among reli- 
gious and political observers today—the 
ideas fitted well with those of thinkers in the 
second half of the nineteenth century, 
which was characterized by industrial 
growth, colonial expansion, and manifest 
destiny among European countries and the 
United States. Spencer’s notion of discovery 
learning also influenced twentieth-century 
curricularists, both Deweyite progressive 
educators and later academic disciplinary 
educators. His demand for a curriculum 
steeped in science and linked with political 
survival and economic competition had spe- 
cial meaning during the Cold War-Sputnik 
era and still does—in light of present-day 
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competition with Japan, Korea, and Ger- 
many. 


THE RISE OF UNIVERSAL 
EDUCATION: 1820-1920 


During the early nineteenth century Amer- 
ica expanded westward. Life on the new 
frontier deepened America’s faith in the 
common or average person, who built the 
new nation. Equality and rugged individual- 
ism were important concepts, expressed in 
the Declaration of Independence and 
reaffirmed by Westerners, who believed 
that all people were important and that in 
order to survive each had a job to do— 
despite different backgrounds. The com- 
mon person, whether educated or not, was 
elected to various political offices; faith 
abounded in the capacity of humans to im- 
prove their lives. This kind of faith in the 
common people and in American civiliza- 
tion underscored to the frontier people the 
necessity of school.” 

In the cities of the East, especially among 
the immigrant populations, there was also 
faith in the common person, in social mobil- 
ity, and in the American dream of life, lib- 
erty, and equality. The upper class may not 
have had the same faith; nonetheless, the 
traditional argument (since Franklin, Rush, 
and Jefferson)—that mass education was 
necessary for intelligent participation in po- 
litical democracy and that it must extend be- 
yond the common school to high schools 
and colleges—helped convert the American 
populace to supporting free schooling. 


Monitorial Schools. 


The monitorial school was a European 
invention, based on Joseph Lancaster’s 
model of education. It spread quickly to the 
large American urban centers, where the 
immigrant population was increasing, and 
to the frontier, where there was need for a 
system of schools. Its major appeal, in the 
1820s and the following decades, was that it 
was cheap: Bright student monitors were 
used as instructors. Each was usually as- 


signed to assist instruction to a row of about 
ten pupils. The teacher first taught the les- 
son to the student monitors, who then took 
their “stations” and taught their fellow class- 
mates what they had just learned."* The in- 
struction was highly structured, and it was 
based on rote learning and drilling the three 
Rs. 

Advocates of the monitorial method were 
quick to point out that besides being low 
cost, it kept students busy who would other- 
wise have had little to do while the teacher 
was listening to other groups. With the 
monitorial system, the students were en- 
gaged in constant recitation, and groups of 
students moved at their own pace, rather 
than spending their time being idle or mis- 
chievous. As the teachers were relieved of 
some of their drill and recitation chores, 
their new roles were more as inspectors and 
supervisors. The monitorial system was thus 
also considered “efficient” education. 

The monitorial system deemphasized 
classical education for the three Rs, and reli- 
gious theory for moral doctrines and citi- 
zenship; demonstrated the need for and 
possibility of systematic instruction; ac- 
quainted many people with formal educa- 
tion; and made educational opportunities 
more widely available. Most important, it 
promoted mass education апа tax-sup- 
ported elementary schools.” At the peak of 
15 popularity, in the 1840s, it was organized 
in some high schools and suggested for the 
colleges. 

But the monitorial system was considered 
too mechanical, and it was criticized for 
using students who knew little to teach those 
who knew even less. By the middle of the 
nineteenth century, its popularity waned. 
One hundred years later, however, the vir- 
tues of mechanical education resurfaced 
with the notion of programmed instruction. 
Instruction through self-pacing and drill 
could be measured. 


Common Schools. 


The common school was established in 
1826 in Massachusetts, when the state pas- 


sed a law requiring every town to choose a 
school board to be responsible for all the 
schools in the local area. Eleven years later, 
the Massachusetts legislature created the 
first state board of education, and Massa- 
chusetts organized the public common 
schools under a single authority. Connecti- 
cut quickly followed the example of its 
neighbor.” These common schools were de- 
voted to elementary education with empha- 
sis on the three Rs. The movement was 
spearheaded by Horace Mann and rooted in 
the ideas of progressive thought. 

As a member of the Massachusetts legisla- 
ture, and later as the first Massachusetts 
Commissioner of Education, Horace Mann 
skillfully rallied public support for the com- 
mon school by appealing to various segments 
of the population. To enlist the business com- 
munity, Mann sought to demonstrate that 
“education has a market value” with a yield 
similar to “common bullion.” The “aim of 
industry... and wealth of the country” 
would be augmented “in proportion to the 
diffusion of knowledge.”"' Workers would be 
more diligent and more productive. Mann 
also established a stewardship theory, aimed 
at the upper class, that the public good would 
be enhanced by public education. Schools for 
all children would create a stable society in 
which people would obey the laws and add to 
the nation’s political and economic well- 
being. To the workers and farmers, Mann as- 
serted that the common school would be a 
great equalizer, a means of social mobility for 
their children. To the Protestant community, 
he argued that the common school would as- 
similate ethnic and religious groups, pro- 
mote а соттоп culture, and helpimmigrant 
children learn English and the customs and 
laws of the land.” He was convinced that the 
common school was crucial for the American 
system of equality and opportunity, for a 
sense of community to be shared by all Amer- 
icans, and for the promotion of a national 
identity. 

Although the pattern for establishing 
common schools varied among the states, 
and the quality of education varied as well, 
the foundation of the American public 
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school was being forged through this sys- 
tem. The schools were common in the sense 
that they housed youngsters of all socio- 
economic and religious backgrounds, from 
age 6 to 14 or 15, and were jointly owned, 
cared for, and used by the local community. 
Because a variety of subjects was taught to 
children of all ages, teachers had to plan as 
many as thirty or forty different lessons a 
day." Teachers also had to try to keep their 
schoolrooms warm in the winter—a respon- 
sibility shared by the older boys, who cut 
and fetched wood—and cool in the summer. 
Schoolhor were often in need of consid- 
erable repair, and teachers were paid miser- 
ably low salaries. 

In New England, the state legislatures en- 
couraged the establishment of school dis- 
tricts and elected school boards, and state 
laws to govern the schools. But it was on the 
frontier where the common school flour- 
ished, where there was faith in the common 
person and a common destiny. The com- 
mon one-room schoolhouse “eventually led 
to one of America’s most lasting, sentimen- 
talized pictures—the ‘Little Red School- 
house’... in almost every community.” It 
had problems and critics, but it symbolized 
the pioneers’ spirit and desire to provide 
free education for their children, “It was a 
manifestation of the belief held by most of 
the frontier leaders that a school was neces 
sary to raise the level of American civiliza- 
tion.”"' 

This small school, meager in outlook and 
thwarted by inadequate funding and insuf- 
ficient teachers, nevertheless fit with the 
conditions of the American frontier—of ex- 
pansion and equality. It was a “blab school,” 
according to Abe Lincoln, but it was the 
kind of school in which the common рег- 
son's children—even those born іп log 
cabins—could begin their “readin,” “writin,” 
and “cipherin,”” and could advance to limit- 
less achievements. It was a school local citi- 
zens could use as a polling place, a center 
for Grange activities, a site for dances, and a 
location for community activities; it was a 
school controlled and supported by the local 
community, 
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The traditions built around the common 
school—the idea of neighborhood schools, 
local control of schools, and government 
support of schools—took a firm hold on the 
hearts and minds of Americans. America’s 
confidence in the common school hel 
fashion the public schools later in the nine- 
teenth century; it also influenced our pres- 
ent system of universal education. 


The Elementary School Curriculum 
Evolves. There was no agreement оп an 
appropria or common curriculum for the 
elementary school. The trend, throughout 
the nineteenth century, was to add courses 
to the essential or basic subjects of reading, 
spelling, grammar, and arithmetic. Reli- 
gious doctrine changed to “manners” and 
“moral” instruction by 1825; the subject 
matter of textbooks was heavily moralistic 
(one reason for the popularity of 
McGuffey), and teachers provided extensive 
training in character building. By 1875 les- 


sons in morality were replaced by courses in 
“conduct,” which remained part of the 
twentieth-century curriculum. The tradi- 
tional emphasis on curriculum was slowly al- 
tered, as more and more subjects were 
added—including geography and history by 
1850; science, art (or drawing) and physical 
education by 1875; and nature study (or bi- 
ology and zoology), music, and home and 
manual training by 1900. Table 3-1 shows 
this evolution of the elementary school cur- 
riculum. 


Secondary Schools. 


The common school created the basis for 
a tax-supported and locally controlled ele- 
mentary school education. The American 
high school was established upon this base. 
By 1900 the majority of children aged 6 to 
13 were pated in public elementary 
school, but only 11.5 percent of those aged 
14 to 17 were enrolled in public secondary 


TABLE 3-1 Evolution of the Elementary School Curriculum, 1800-1900 


1800 1825 1850 1875 1900 
Reading Reading Reading Reading Reading 
Declamation Declamation Literary selections Literature 
Spelling 5 Spelling Spelling Spelling 
Writing Writing Writing Р, i Writing 
Catechism Good behavior Conduct Conduct Conduct 
Bible Manners and Manners 
morals 
Arithmetic Arithmetic Mental arithmetic Primary arithmetic Arithmetic 
Ciphering Advanced arithmetic 
Bookkeeping Bookkeeping 
Grammar Grammar Grammar Grammar 
Elementary language Oral language Oral langauge 
Geography Geography Home geography Home geography 
Text geography Text geography 
U.S. history US, history History studies 
Constitution 
Object lessons Object lessons Nature study 
Elementary science Elementary science 
Drawing Drawing 
Music 
Physical exercises Physical training 
r Play 
Sewing Sewing 
Cooking 


Manual training 


Source: From E. P. Cubberley, The History of Education (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1920), p- 756. 


Note: Italics indicate the most important subjects. 
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TABLE 3-2 Percentage of Students Enrolled in Secondary School and College, 1900-1980 


1417. Year Olds Enrolled 17 Year Olds Graduating 18-21 Year Olds 

in Secondary Schools High School Enrolled in College 
1900 11.5 65 3.9 
1910 154 BR 5.0 
1920 32.3 16.8 79 
1930 51.4 29.0 по 
1940 73.3 50.8 14.5 
1950 76.8 59.0 26.9 
1960 86.1 65.1 31.3 
1970 93.4 76.5 45.2 
1980 93.7 74.4 40.3 


Source: From Digest of Educational Statistics, 1982, 1985-86 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 


Printing Office, 1982, 1986), Table 35, р. 44; Table 9, р. 
and Social Inquiry (Itasca, UL: Peacock, 1978), ‘Table 5.10, 
schools (and only 6.5 percent of the 17-year 
olds graduated). As shown in Table 3-2, not 
until 1930 did the secondary school enroll- 
ment figure exceed 50 percent. By 1980, the 
percentage of elementary aged children at- 
tending school was 99 percent, and the per- 
centage of secondary aged children was 94 
percent (and 75 percent were graduating). 
The great enrollment revolution for e 
mentary schools took place between 1850 
and 1900; for high schools it evolved be- 
tween 1900 and 1980. 


The Academy. 


In the early nineteenth century, the acad- 
emy began to replace the Latin grammar 
school; by the middle of the century, it was 
dominant. It offered a wide range of curric- 
ula, and it was designed to provide a practi- 
cal program (for terminal students) as well 
as a college preparatory course of study. By 
1855 more than 6000 academies had an en- 
rollment totalling 263,000 students“ (more 
than two-thirds of the total secondary school 
enrollment of that period), 

“One of the main purposes” of the acad- 
emy, according to Ellwood Cubberley, “was 
the establishment of... subjects having 
value aside from mere preparation for 
college, particularly subj of modern 
nature, useful in preparing youth for the 
changed conditions of society.... The 
study of real things rather than words about 


11, See also Allan С. Ornstein, Education 
р. 177. 


things, and useful things rather than sub- 
jects merely preparatory to college became 
prominent features of the new course of 
study." 

By 1828 as many as fifty different sub- 
jects were offered by the academies of the 
state of New York. The top fifteen, in rank 
order, were: (1) Latin, (2) Greek, (3) English 
grammar, (4) geography, (5) arithmetic, (6) 
algebra, (7) composition and declamation, 
(8) natural АТЕЙ (9) rhetoric, (10) 
philosophy, (11) U.S. history, (12) French, 
(13) chemistry, (14) logic, and (15) astron- 
оту. By 1837, the state Board of Regents 
reported seventy-two different subjects.” 

Although no typical academy existed, 
with so many different course offerings, the 
academy inadvertently served the major 
function of preparing students for college. 
The traditional curriculum, or the classical 
side of the academy, continued in the new 
setting. Writes Elmer Brown, “The college 
preparatory course was the backbone of the 
whole system of instruction” in the better 
academies. Although practical courses were 
offered, “it was the admission requirements 
of the colleges, more than anything else, 
that determined their standards of scholar- 
ship." And, writes Paul Monroe, “The соге 
of academy education yet remained the old 
classical curriculum .. . just as the core of 
the student body in the more flourishing 
academies remained the group preparing 
for college.”"” 
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The era of the academies extended to the 
1870s, when academies were replaced by 
public high schools. The academies, never- 
theless, served as finishing schools for 
young ladies—with courses in classical and 
modern language, science, mathematics, 
art, music, and homemaking. Also, they of- 
fered the “normal” program for prospective 
common school teachers by combining 
courses in the classics with principles of ped- 
agogy. A few private military and elite aca- 
demic academies still exist today. 


The High School. 


Although a few high schools existed in 
the early half of the nineteenth century (the 
first one was founded in 1821 in Boston), 
the high school did not become a major 
American institution until after 1874, when 
the Michigan court ruled, in the Kalamazoo 
decision, that the people could establish and 
support high schools with tax funds if they 
consented. There was some initial resis- 
tance—the fear that the taxes for the high 
schools would only benefit a small portion of 
the youth population—but after the court 
decision, the high school spread rapidly and 
compulsory attendance laws were estab- 
lished on a state-by-state basis. The idea of 
high school attendance for all youth, based 
on the notion of equality of educational op- 
portunity, was a major educational reform. 

Students were permitted to attend pri- 
vate schools, but the states had the right to 
establish minimum standards for all. By 
1890, the 2525 public high schools in the 
United States enrolled more than 200,000 
students, compared to 1600 private second- 
ary schools, which had fewer than 95,000 
students. By 1900 the number of high 
schools had soared to 6000, while the num- 
ber of academies had declined to 19200. 
The public high school system, contiguous 
with common schools, had evolved. Al- 
though as late as 1900 the high schools were 
still attended by only a small percentage of 
the total youth population, the inclusion of 
terminal and college preparatory students, 
as well as rich and poor students under one 


roof, was evidence that the American peo- 
ple had rejected the European dual system 
of secondary education. 

The high schools stressed the college pre- 
paratory program, but they also served to 
complete the formal educations of terminal 
students. They offered, in addition, a more 
diversified curriculum than the academies. 
At the turn of the century, high schools be- 
gan to offer vocational апа industrial 
courses as well as commercial and clerical 
training courses. Despite all their problems 
and criticisms, the public high schools 
evolved into democratic and comprehensive 
institutions for social and political reform. 
They produced a skilled workforce in an ex- 
panding industrial economy, and they as- 
similated and Americanized millions of im- 
migrant children in our cities. They 
emphasized that our society, unlike most 
others, could afford to educate the masses 
of 14 to 18 year olds. When the high school 
became a dominant institution, a student 
could attend a publicly supported апа su- 
pervised institution from age 5 to 18. The 
high school, moreover, was a bridge to 
college and the university. 


The Secondary School Curriculum 
Evolves. The curriculum of the Latin 
grammar school was virtually the same at 
the beginning and end of the colonial pe- 
riod. Table 3-3 lists the most popular 
courses. As indicated, Latin, Greek, arith- 
metic, and the classics were stressed. The 
academy introduced greater variation— 
courses for practical studies, for exam- 
ple—in the curriculum. By 1800, the acad- 
emy offered about twenty-five different 
subjects (the table lists the seventeen most 
popular courses). Between 1850 and 1875, 
the peak period of the academy, estimates 
are that some 150 courses were offered.” 
The twenty most popular ones in rank or- 
der were as follows: (1) algebra; (2) higher 
arithmetic; (3) English grammar; (4) Latin: 
(5) geometry; (6) U.S. history; (7) physiol 
ogy; (8) natural philosophy; (9) physical ge- 
ography; (10) German; (11) general history; 
(12) rhetoric; (13) bookkeeping; (14) 


TABLE 3-3 Evolution of Secondary School Curriculum, 1800-1900 


1800-1825 


Latin 

Greek 

Arithmetic 
Classical literature 


Latin 

Greek 

Classical literature 
Writing* 
Arithmetic* 


Geometry 
Trigonometry 


Bookkeeping* 
English grammar 
Rhetoric 

Oratory 


Surveying* 
Astronomy* 
Navigation* 
Geography 


Foreign language* 
(French, Spanish, 
German) 

Philosophy 


Source: Adapted from Calvin Davis, 


1825-1850 


1850-1875 


1875-1900 


Latin Grammar School 


Latin 

Greek 

Arithmetic 
Classical literature 
Ancient history 


Academy and High School 


Latin 

Greek 

Classical literature 
Writing* 
Arithmetic* 


Geometry 
Trigonometry 
Algebra 
Bookkeeping* 
English grammar 
Rhetoric 
Огагогуў 
Debating 
Surveying* 
Astronomy* 
Navigation*+ 
Geography 
Natural philosophy 


Foreign language* 
(French, Spanish, 
German) 

Philosophy 


History 
Greek history 
U.S. history 


Latin 

Greek 

English literature 
Composition* 
Arithmetic* 
Higher arithmetic 
Geometry 
Trigonometry 
Algebra 
Bookkeeping* 
English grammar 
Rhetoric 


Debating+ 
Astronomy 


Physical geography 
Natural philosophy+ 
Meteorology 
Chemistry 
Physiology 


Botany 
Zoology 


Foreign language 
(French, Spanish, 
German) 

Mental philosophy 

Moral philosophyt 

General history 

Greek history+ 

U.S. history 


Latin 

Greekt 

English literature 
Composition* 
Arithmetic* 


Geometry 
Trigonometry 
Algebra 
Bookkeeping*+ 
English 
Rhetoric* 


Astronomy* 
Physical geographyt 


Meteorology} 

Chemistry 

Physiologyt 

Health education 

Вогапуј 

Zoologyt 

Biology 

Physics 

Foreign language 
(French, Spanish, 
German, Italian) 


World history 
Ancient history 
U.S. history 

Civil government 
Political economy 
Manual training* 
Home economics* 
Agriculture* 
Music 

Art 

Physical education 


Our Evolving High School Curriculum (New York: World Book, 1927), р. 


38; Committee of Ten, Report of the Committee on Secondary Studies (Washington, D.C.: National Education 
Association, 1893), p. 4; ү Edwards and Herman С. Richey, The School in the American Social Order, 2nd 
ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1963), p. 250; and Gerald R. Firth and Richard D. Kimpston, The Curricular 


Continuum in Perspective (Itasca, Ш.: Peacock, 1973), рр. 102-104. 
“Considered as part of Practical studies. 
ТАП but disappeared; limited enrollments. 
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French; (15) zoology; (16) chemistry; (17) 
English literature; (18) geology; (19) bot- 
any; and (20) astronomy.” 

There was no real philosophy or aim to 
these courses, except that most were college 
preparatory in nature, even though the 
original aim of the academy was to offer a 
practical program. It was believed then that 
a broad program with several course offer- 
ings was the hallmark of a better academy. 
The curriculum just expanded." 

After 1875, the high school rapidly grew 
and the academy rapidly declined. The sec- 
ondary courses listed in Table 3-3 between 
1875 and 1900 were high school courses. 
The curriculum continued to expand. The 
great variety in course offerings would al- 
legedly allow the students to find where 
their interests and capabilities might be.” 


THE TRANSITIONAL PERIOD: 
1893-1918 


From the colonial period until the turn of 
the twentieth century, the traditional curric- 
ulum—which emphasized classical studies 
for college-bound students—dominated at 
the elementary and secondary levels. The 
rationale for this emphasis was that the clas- 
sics were difficult, and were thus the best 
source for intellectualizing and for devel- 
oping mental abilities (a view later sup- 
ported by the mental discipline approach to 
learning). The more difficult the subject, 
and the more the students had to exercise 
their minds, the greater the subject’s value. 
Such ideas of knowledge and subject matter, 
as well as mental rigor, were rooted in the 
philosophy of perennialism. 

Along with the classics, more and more 
subjects were added to the curriculum. As a 
result the need was growing to bring some 
unity or a pattern for curriculum organiza- 
tion out of the chaotic and confused situa- 
tion, especially at the secondary level, where 
subject matter was expanding the most. Ac- 
cording to two educators, “subjects taught 
varied from school to school. There was no 
uniformity as to time allotments, and grade 


placements of topics or subjects pursued” 
differed from school to school.” 

А companion problem existed. Most chil- 
dren, even as late as the turn of the century, 
completed their formal education at the ele- 
mentary school level, and those students 
who did go to secondary schools usually 
ended their formal education upon gradua- 
tion. As late as 1890, only 14.5 percent of 
the students enrolled in high school were 
preparing for college, and less than 3 per- 
cent went on to college.” Hence, the needs 
of more than 85 percent of these students 
were still being overlooked for only the top 
15 percent; the discrepancy was more lop- 
sided if college entry was considered. Re- 
formers began to question the need for two 
curriculum tracks at the elementary level— 
one for high school-bound and the other for 
nonhigh school-bound children—the dom- 
inance of college over the high school, and 
the emphasis on mental discipline and the 
classics. 


Reaffirming the Traditional Curriculum: 
Three Committees. 


With these unsettled questions as back- 
ground, the National Education Association 
(NEA) organized three major committees 
between 1893 and 1895: The Committee of 
Fifteen on Elementary Education, the Com- 
mittee of Ten on Secondary School Studies, 
and the Committee on College Entrance Re- 
quirements. These Committees were to de- 
termine the specifics of the curricula for 
these schools. Their reports “standardized” 
the curriculum for much of this century. In 
the words of Ellwood Cubberley, “The com- 
mittees were dominated by subject-matter 
specialists, possessed of a profound faith in 
mental discipline.” No concern for student 
“abilities, social needs, interest, or capabili- 
Чез... found a place in their . . . delibera- 
tions.” 


The Committee of Fifteen. The Com- 
mittee of Fifteen was heavily influenced by 
Charles Eliot, president of Harvard Univer- 
sity, who had initiated vigorous discussion 
on the need for school reform in the years 


preceding, and by William Harris, then the 
U.S. Commissioner of Education, a staunch 
perennialist, who believed in strict teacher 
authority and discipline. Both Eliot and 
Harris wanted the traditional curriculum to 
remain intact. Eliot’s plan, which was 
adapted by the Committee, was to reduce 
the elementary grades from ten to eight. 
The Committee stressed the three Rs, as 
well as English grammar, literature, geogra- 
phy, and history. Hygiene, culture, vocal 
music, and drawing were given sixty min- 
utes, or one lesson, per week. Manual train- 
ing, sewing, and/or cooking, as well as alge- 
bra and Latin, were introduced in the 
seventh and eighth grades. 

In general, the Committee resisted the 
idea of newer subjects, and the principles of 
pedagogy or teaching that had character- 
ized the reform movement of the European 
pioneers since the early 1800s. The Com- 
mittee also rejected the idea of kindergarten 
and the idea that the children’s needs or in- 
terests should be considered when planning 
the curriculum.” Any idea of interdisciplin- 
ary subjects or curriculum synthesis was re- 
jected. Isolation of each branch of knowl- 
edge, or what John Dewey, in Democracy and 
Education, and Ralph Tyler, in Basic Princi- 
ples of Curriculum and Instruction, later re- 
ferred to as “compartmentalization” of sub- 
ject matter, was considered the norm; it still 
is today, in most schools. 


The Committee of Ten. The Committee 
of Ten was the most influential of the three 
committees. Its recommendations best 
illustrate the tough-minded, mental disci- 
pline approach supported by Eliot, who was 
the chair. The Committee selected nine aca- 
demic subjects around which to organize the 
high school curriculum. As indicated in Ta- 
ble 3-4, they were: (1) Latin; (2) Greek; (3) 
English; (4) other modern languages; (5) 
mathematics (algebra, geometry, trigonom- 
etry, and higher or advanced algebra); (6) 
physical sciences (physics, astronomy, and 
chemistry); (7) natural history or biological 
Sciences (biology, botany, zoology, and phys- 
iology); (8) social sciences (history, civil gov- 
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ernment, and political economy); and (9) 
geography, geology, and meteorology. 

The Committee recommended four dif- 
ferent programs or tracks: (1) classical; (2) 
Latin scientific; (3) modern languages; and 
(4) English. The first two required four 
years of Latin; the first program empha- 
sized English (mostly classical) literature and 
math, and the second program, math and 
science. The modern language program re- 
quired four years of French or German 
(Spanish was considered not only too easy, 
but also not as important a culture or lan- 
guage as French or German). The English 
program permitted four years of either 
Latin, German, or French. Both of these 
programs also included literature, composi- 
tion, and history. 

The Committee of Ten took a position 
and claimed that the latter two programs, 
which did not require Latin or emphasize 
literature, science, or mathematics, were “in 
practice distinctly inferior to the other 
two.” In taking this position, the Commit- 
tee indirectly tracked college-bound stu- 
dents into the first two or superior pro- 
grams and noncollege-bound students into 
the latter two or inferior programs. To 
some extent, this bias reflected the Commit- 
tee’s composition—eight of the ten mem- 
bers represented college and private pre- 
paratory school interests. 

The Committee’s unwillingness to recog- 
nize the value of art, music, physical educa- 
tion, and vocational education was based on 
the theory that these subjects had little men- 
tal or disciplinary value. In analyzing the ef- 
fects of the Committee's action, Daniel and 
Laurel Tanner wrote: “The choice of these 
subjects and the omission of others from 
consideration was enough to set the course 
for secondary education” for many years 
and to indirectly set the tone at the elemen- 
tary level, too. As “might be expected,” the 
Committee suggested that “the nine subjects 
be taught sooner” and that all subjects ex- 
cept Latin and Greek be taught at the ele- 
mentary school level."! 

Even though very few students at that 
time went to college, this college prepara- 
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tory program established a curriculum hier- 
archy, from elementary school to college, 
that promoted academics and ignored the 
majority of students, who were noncollege 
bound. Today, even though we offer voca- 
tional, industrial, and/or technical рго- 
grams, the academic program is still consid- 
ered superior to, and of more status than, 
the other programs. 


The Committee on College Entrance Re- 
quirements, When this Committee met in 
1895, it reaffirmed college dominance over 
the high school, in terms of admission re- 
quirements and classical subjects for mental 
training at the high school and college lev- 
els. Consisting mainly of college and univer- 
sity presidents, including Eliot, the Commit- 
tee recommended to strengthen the college 
preparatory aspect of the high school cur- 
riculum, believing that it best served all stu- 
dents. It also made recommendations ге- 
garding the number of credits required in 
different subjects for college admission; it 
served as a model for the Carnegie Unit, a 
means for evaluating credits for college ad- 
mission, imposed on the high schools in 
1909 and still in existence today in most 
high schools. 


Pressure for a Modern Curriculum. 


Gradually, demands were made for var- 
ious changes to be made in the schools to 
meet the needs of a changing society. The 
pace of immigration and industrial develop- 
ment led a growing number of educators to 
question the classical curriculum and the 
constant emphasis on mental discipline and 
incessant drill. This shift in curriculum was 
influenced by the scientific movement in 
psychology and education in the late nine- 
teenth century, particularly faculty psychol- 
ogy (that is, enhancing the “faculties” of the 
child through activities and stimulation of 
the senses); the social theories of Darwin, 
Herbart, and Spencer; and the impact of 
Pestalozzi, Froebel, and others on peda- 
Бобу. 

Increased pressure against the traditional 
curriculum was evident at the turn of the 
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century—with the educational ideas of John 
Dewey and Francis Parker, the Gestalt psy- 
chology and child psychology movements 
(which focused on the whole child), the 
learning theories of behaviorism and trans- 
fer learning (which involved connections be- 
tween stimuli and responses), and the pro- 
gressive movement in schools and society. 
The argument eventually appeared that 
the classics had no greater disciplinary or 
mental value than other subjects, and that 
mental discipline (which emphasized rote, 
drill, and memorization) was not conducive 
to the inductive method of science or com- 
patible with contemporary educational the- 
ory. Wrote Edward Thorndike, the most in- 
fluential learning psychologist of the era: 


The expectation of any large difference in gen- 
eral improvement of the mind from one study 
rather than another seems doomed to disap- 
pointment. The chief reason why good thinkers 
seem superficially to have been made such by 
having taken certain school studies is that good 
thinkers have taken such studies. ... Now that 
good thinkers study Physics and Trigonometry, 
these seem to make good thinkers. If abler pupils 
should all study Physical Education and Dramatic 
Art, these subjects would seem to make good 
thinkers.“ 


Even Latin came under attack, by none 
other than old-time perennialists. In 1917, 
for example, Charles Eliot, a former advo- 
cate of Latin, was saying Latin should no 
longer be compulsory for high school or 
college students. Abraham Flexner, а 
former teacher of the classics who had be- 
come a celebrity with his exposé of the 
American medical schools, claimed that 
Latin had “no purpose” in the curriculum, 
and that the classics were out of step with 
scientific developments.” Flexner, who had 
become a strong advocate of utilitarianism, 
argued that tradition was an inadequate cri- 
terion for justifying subject matter. In short, 
society was changing and people could alter 
the conditions around them; the stress on 
psychology and science and the concern for 
social and educational reform made evident 
the need for a new curriculum. 
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Flexner: A Modern Curriculum. In a 
famous paper, “A Modern School,” pub- 
lished in 1916, Abraham Flexner 
(1866-1959) rejected the traditional сиггіс- 
ulum of the secondary school and proposed 
a “modern” curriculum for contemporary 
society. Flexner’s curriculum consisted of 
four basic areas: (1) science (the major em- 
phasis of the curriculum); (2) industry (oc- 
cupations and trades of the industrial 
world); (3) civics (history, economics, and 
government); and (4) aesthetics (literature, 
languages, art, and тизїс).? Modern lan- 
guages would replace Latin and Greek. 
Flexner concluded, again, that unless a utili- 
tarian argument could be made for a sub- 
ject, it had little value in the curriculum— 
regardless of traditional value. 

Flexner’s concepts of utility and modern 
subject matter tend to resemble Spencer's 
views on science and subject matter. The 
difference is that Flexner's timing was on 
the mark, and Spencer was ahead of his 
time. Flexner was tuned to the changing so- 
cial and political times during which many 
educators were willing to listen to his pro- 
posals. In 1917, for example, Flexner’s 
“Modern School” was established at the Lin- 
coln School of Teachers College, Columbia 
University. The school combined the four 
core areas of study, with emphasis on 
scientific inquiry; it represented Dewey's 
type of progressivism and science of educa- 
tion, and it also reflected the fact that Dewey 
was now teaching at Columbia University. 


Dewey: Pragmatic and Scientific Princi- 
ples of Education. The same year Flexner 
published his modern school report, John 
Dewey (1859-1952) published Democracy 
and Education, in which can be found all ele- 
ments of his philosophy as well as their im- 
plications for the educational process. The 
book represented Dewey’s attempt to link 
democracy to education and to present de- 
mocracy as a social process that can be en- 
hanced through the school. For Dewey, 
schooling was a “social process” that could 
fit into either a totalitarian state or a democ- 
racy. Thus, the aims of education went hand 


in hand with the particular type of society 
involved; conversely, the society that 
evolved influenced the aims of education, 

Dewey argued that subjects could not be 
placed їп а value hierarchy and that attempts 
to do so were misguided. Any study or body 
of knowledge was capable of expanding the 
child’s experience, and “experiencing”—that 
is, being stimulated to develop and internal- 
ize intellectual capabilities—was the process 
of educating the child. Traditional subjects 
suchas Latin or Greek were no more valuable 
than music or art. 

One subject that may be more importantto 
Dewey is science. Science, for Dewey, was 
another name for knowledge, and it repre- 
sented “the perfected outcome of learning— 
its consummation. ... What is known, cer- 
tain, settled” and what “we think with rather 
than that which we think about” is science or 
rationalized knowledge. Dewey considered 
scientific inquiry to be the best form of knowl- 
edge for a society, because it consisted of the 
“special... methods which the race has 
slowly worked out in order to conduct reflec- 
tion under conditions whereby its proce- 
dures and results are tested.” He thus ele- 
vated the place of science in education. 

What is relevant to educating an individ- 
ual to function well as a free person іп а free 
society remained constant for Dewey. His 
emphasis on the “method of inquiry,” which 
is really synonymous with “intelligent be- 
havior,” is as valued today as it was seventy 
years ago. Indeed, the connection between 
an enlightened citizenry, social change, and 
scientific principles advanced in Dewey's 
book played a major role in the theories of 
een that were evolving during this ре- 
riod. 


Commission on the Reorganization of 
Secondary Education. In 1918 the NEA 
Commission on the Reorganization of Sec- 
ondary Education published the famous 
Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education," а 
highly progressive document. Influenced by 
Flexner's “A Modern School” and Dewey's 
Democracy and Education, the Commission 
stressed the whole child (not just the cogni- 


tive area of study), education for all youth 
(not just college-bound youth), diversified 
areas of study (not classical or traditional 
studies), common culture, ideas, and ideals 
for a democratic society (not religious, 
elitist, or mental discipline learning). 

The Commission noted the following: 


1. Seven major aims or “Cardinal Principles” 
should comprise education: health, com- 
mand of the fundamentals, worthy home 
membership, vocation, citizenship, leisure, 
and ethical character. These aims could be 
best met in a comprehensive and unified 
curriculum—a new kind of curriculum with 
no counterpart in the history of American 
schools. 

2. High school should be a comprehensive in- 
stitution based on the various social and eco- 
nomic groups that populate the nation. 

3. The high school curriculum should offer 
various programs to meet various student 
needs—agricultural, business and commer- 
cial, vocational, and college preparatory. 

4. The current ideas of psychology of educa- 
tion, principles of pedagogy, measurement, 
and evaluation should be applied to the cur- 
riculum and instruction of the high school. 

· American education comprises а set of 
defined institutions that should function in 
conjunction with, rather than іп isolation 
from, each other. 


o 


Indeed, the high school was assuming its 
modern curricular patterns—combining ac- 
ademic programs with several nonacademic 
programs. The choice of subject matter was 
being fine tuned to emphasize five basic or 
essential subjects such as English, math, sci- 
ence, social science, and modern language. 
Classical languages and classical literature 
took a back seat 10 modern languages and 
English literature. Far from isolation, the 
aims and subjects were to be interrelated— 
hot separated or compartmentalized. The 
idea of mental discipline was replaced by 
utilitarian modes of thought and scientific 
inquiry. There was a growing recognition 
that curriculum, too, should not be com- 
partmentalized but interdisciplinary, and 
that it should not be static, but change as so- 
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ciety changed. The needs and interests of 
the students were now considered. Most im- 
portant, there was recognition of the re- 
sponsibility of schools (including the high 
school) to serve all children and youth, not 
just college-bound youth. The era of pro- 
gressive education was about to begin im- 
pacting on the schools—and traditional edu- 
cation (which had dominated American 
education for so long) was vanishing. 


CURRICULUM AS A FIELD IS BORN: 
1918-1949 


The early twentieth century was a period of 
educational ferment. Scientific methods of 
research, the influence of psychology, the 
child study movement, the idea of efficiency 
in industry, and the muckracker-progres- 
sive movement in society all influenced edu- 
cation. Many of the resulting ideas were ap- 
plied to curriculum: From them evolved the 
process and how-to-do aspects of curricu- 
lum. Curriculum was now viewed as a sci- 
ence, with principles and methodology, not 
just as content or subject matter. The ideas 
of planning and designing a curriculum—as 
opposed to describing curriculum in terms 
of subjects and the amount of time needed 
to study each subject—appeared in the liter- 
ature. 


Bobbitt and Charters: Behaviorism 
and Scientific Principles. 


Franklin Bobbitt (1876-1956) апа 
Werrett Charters (1875—1952) were influ- 
enced by the idea of efficiency, promoted by 
business and industry, and the scientific 
management theories of Frederick Taylor, 
who analyzed factory efficiency in terms of 
time and motion studies and concluded that 
each worker should be paid on the basis of 
his or her individual output (as measured by 
the number of units produced in a specified 
period of time). Efficient operation of the 
schools, sometimes called “machine” theory 
by sociologists and economists, became a 
major goal in the 1920s. Often ensuring 
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efficiency meant eliminating small classes, 
increasing the student-teacher ratio, cutting 
costs in teacher salaries, and so on, and then 
preparing charts and graphs to show the re- 
sultant lower costs. Raymond Callahan later 
branded this idea the “cult of efficiency.”” 
The effects were to make curriculum mak- 
ing more scientific, and to reduce teaching 
and learning to precise behaviors with cor- 
responding activities and learning experi- 
ences that could be measured. These ideas 
were cultivated by Taylor's faithful follow- 
ers: Bobbitt and Charters. 

Bobbitt’s book, The Curriculum, published 
in 1918, is considered by some observers as 
the first book devoted solely to curriculum 
as a science and to curriculum in all its 
phases.” Bobbitt outlined the principles of 
curriculum planning by focusing on an ac- 
tivities approach, which he defined as “a 
series of things which children and youth 
must do and experience by way of devel- 
oping abilities to do things well and make up 
the affairs of adult life.”” To Bobbitt the 
purpose of curriculum was to outline what 
knowledge was important for each subject, 
and then to develop various activities to 
train the learner and enhance his or her 
performance. 

Bobbitt understood the importance of 
analyzing the process of curriculum mak- 
ing. Adherence to the traditional curricu- 
lum, which emphasized subject matter, did 
not provide educators with methods for de- 
veloping curricula. Bobbitt described the 
problems as he set out to organize a course 
of studies for the elementary grades: 


We need principles of curriculum making. We 
did not know that we should first determine ob- 
jectives from a study of social needs. We sup- 
posed education consisted only of teaching the 
familiar subjects. We had not come to see that it is 
essentially a process of unfolding the potential 
abilities of [students]....We had not learned 
that studies are means, not ends.” 


Bobbitt further developed his objectives 
and activities approach in the early 1920s in 
How To Make a Curriculum. Here he outlined 


more than 800 objectives and related activi- 
ties to coincide with student needs. These 
activities ranged from the “ability to care for 
[one’s] teeth, .. . eyes, . . . nose, and throat, 
... ability to keep the heart and blood ves- 
sels in normal working condition, ... to 
keep home appliances in good working con- 
dition . . . to spelling and grammar.” 

Bobbitt’s methods were quite sophistica- 
ted for the period. Moreover, his guidelines 
for selecting objectives can be applied today: 
(1) eliminate objectives that are impractical or 
cannot be accomplished through normal liv- 
ing; (2) emphasize objectives that are impor- 
tant for success and adult living; (3) avoid 
objectives opposed by the community; (4) 
involve the community in selecting objec- 
tives; (5) differentiate between objectives that 
are for all students and those that are for 
only a portion of the student population; 
and (6) sequence the objectives in such a way 
as to establish how far students should go 
each year in attaining them—that is, estab- 
lish criteria for achievement. 

Taken out of context, however, Bobbitt’s 
list of hundreds of objectives and activities, 
along with the machine or factory analogy 
that he advocated, were easy to criticize.” 
Nevertheless, Bobbitt’s insistence that cur- 
riculum making was a specialty based on 
scientific methods and procedures was im- 
portant for elevating curriculum to a field of 
study, or what’ he called a “new specializa- 
tion.” His offer was that educators try his 
method with the intention of improving it 
or suggesting a better one. He was one of 
the first to propose the idea of a curriculum 
specialist, with special training. 

Charters advocated the same behaviorist, 
precise approach, which he termed a 
“scientific” approach. He viewed the curric- 
ulum as a series of objectives that students 
must attain by way of a series of learning ех- 
periences. In his book on Curriculum Con- 
struction, Charters, who was influenced by 
the machine theory of business, envisioned 
curriculum as the analysis of definite opera- 
попѕ—а process he termed job analysis— 
such as those involved in running a ma- 
chine.” 


Charters’s statement about the weakness 
of curriculum is still relevant today— 
namely, that even though curriculum writ- 
ers often begin “with the statement of aim, 
none has been able to derive a curriculum 
logically from his statement of aim.” In al- 
most every сазе, a “mental leap [is made] 
from the aim to the subject matter, without 
providing adequate principles such as 
would bridge the gap... and lead us from 
aim to selection of materials.”” Charters at- 
tempted to bridge the gap by proposing a 
curriculum derived from specific objectives 
and precise activities. He considered objec- 
tives to be observable and measurable, an 
outlook that is similar to today’s notion that 
behavioral objectives can be sound and 
definable. He felt the state of knowledge at 
that time did not permit scientific measure- 
ment that would specifically identify the 
outcomes of the objectives, but he set out to 
develop a method for selecting objectives, 
based on social consensus, and for applying 
subject matter and student activities to anal- 
ysis and verification. Although Charters did 
not use the term evaluation during this pe- 
riod, he was laying the groundwork for cur- 
riculum evaluation, which surfaced twenty 
years later. 

As prime initiators of the behavioral and 
scientific movements in curriculum, Bobbitt 
and Charters had a profound impact on 
curriculum. They (1) developed principles 
for curriculum making, involving aims, ob- 
jectives, needs, and learning experiences 
(which they called activities); (2) highlighted 
the use of behavioral objectives, which has a 
legacy in various contemporary educational 
ideas, such as the use of instructional objec- 
tives and curriculum evaluation; (3) intro- 
duced the ideas that objectives are derived 
from the study of needs (later called needs 
assessment) and that objectives and activities 
are subject to analysis and verification (later 
called evaluation); and (4) emphasized that 
curriculum making cuts across subject mat- 
ter, and that a curriculum specialist need 
not necessarily be a specialist in any subject, 
rather a professional in method or process. 

Finally, Bobbitt and Charters taught at 
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the University of Chicago when Tyler was a 
graduate student in the department of edu- 
cation (in fact, Tyler was Charters’s gradu- 
ate assistant). Tyler was highly influenced by 
their behaviorist ideas, particularly that: (1) 
objectives derive from student needs and so- 
ciety; (2) learning experiences relate to ob- 
jectives; (3) activities organized by the 
teacher should be integrated into the subject 
matter; and (4) instructional outcomes 
should be evaluated. Tyler’s stress on evalu- 
ation as a component of curriculum is 
rooted in the research background of Char- 
ters, who helped his graduate student get 
appointed to his first teaching and evalua- 
tion position in 1929 as Head of Testing and 
Evaluation for the Ohio State Bureau of Ed- 
ucational Research (Charters had assumed 
the Directorship of the Bureau the previous 
year). Tyler’s principles of curriculum and 
instruction, especially his four major com- 
ponents (objectives, learning experiences, 
methods of organization, and evaluation), 
are rooted іп Bobbitt’s апа especially 
Charters’s ideas. 


The Twenty-Sixth Yearbook. 


In 1927, the National Society for the 
Study of Education (NSSE), an honor soci- 
ety with headquarters at the University of 
Chicago, published its twenty-sixth year- 
book in two parts, Curriculum-Making: Past 
and Present and The Foundations of Curriculum 
Making.” 

The Committee that developed the two 
volumes consisted of twelve members, in- 
cluding Harold Rugg (the chairperson) and 
William Bagley, Franklin Bobbitt, Werrett 
Charters, George Counts, Charles Judd, 
and William Kilpatrick, among others. 
Leaders of curriculum development during 
that period were scientific-oriented and pro- 
gressive (including Bobbitt and Charters), 
and many were affiliated with the University 
of Chicago, which emphasized this science 
of education. 

The Yearbook comprised two parts. The 
first part began as a harsh criticism of tradi- 
tional education and its emphasis on subject 
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matter, rote learning, drill, and mental dis- 
cipline. It then became a synthesis of pro- 
gressive practices and programs—the best 
and most innovative since the turn of the 
century—in public and private schools 
across the country. Part II has become a 
landmark text. It described the state of the 
art in curriculum making up to that period 
of time, and it included a consensual state- 
ment by the group on the nature of curricu- 
lum making. It is still relevant today. 

The Committee recognized the need for 
curriculum reform and the need for “those 
who are constructing our school curricu- 
lum” to determine “an overview . . . [and] 
orientation ...to curriculum making.”” 
With this idea in mind, the Yearbook out- 
lined characteristics of the ideal curricu- 
lum—a curriculum that: 


1. Focuses on the affairs of human life. 

2. Deals with the facts and problems of the lo- 
cal, national, and international community. 

3. Enables students to think critically about 
various forms of government. 

4. Informs and develops an attitude of open- 
mindedness. 

5. Considers student interests and needs as well 
as opportunities for debate, discussion, and 
exchange of ideas. 

6. Deals with the issues of modern life and the 
cultural and historical aspects of society. 

7. Considers problem-solving activities and 
practice in choosing alternatives. 

8. Consists of carefully graded organization of 
problems and exercises. 

9. Deals with humanitarian themes, and pur- 


poseful and constructive attitudes and in- 
sights." 


This description of the ideal curriculum is 
basically one that might be developed today. 
The problems and issues identified by the 
Committee are chiefly those that another 
curriculum committee could recognize as 
important for the 1990s. 

In the same vein, Harold Rugg main- 
tained that the people should formulate the 
aims and purposes of education through 
committees or legislative groups; the appro- 


priate materials and methods of instruction 
“through which to achieve those aims and 
purposes [меге]. . . technical . . . demand- 
ing special professional preparation.” The 
role of trained curriculum specialists was to 
plan the curriculum in advance and to in- 
clude four tasks (which were later to become 
the basis of Tyler’s four principles): (1) “a 
statement of objectives, (2) a sequence of ex- 
periences [to achieve] the objectives, (3) sub- 
ject matter found to be . . . the best means of 
engaging in the experiences, and (4) state- 
ments of immediate outcomes of achieve- 
ments to be derived from the experiences.” 
Rugg concluded that curriculum was adapt- 
ing scientific methods and that there was 
need “for specialization and for profession- 
al... training.”*' Experienced teachers and 
specialists in curriculum making should work 
together to organize the content and materi- 
als within the various fields of subject mat- 
ter—what the schools do today. 

The Yearbook represented a tremendous 
advancement in clarifying problems curric- 
ulum workers were encountering and in 
proposing procedures for the future in cur- 
riculum making. It had major influence in 
many school districts (both large and small, 
as well as city, suburban, and rural), as 
illustrated by the plan that was later called 
“The Eight-Year Study,” and by the ideas 
that Ralph Tyler and Hilda Taba expressed 
in their classic texts twenty and thirty years 
later. 


Rugg and Caswell: The Development 
Period. 


During the late 1920s, the 1930s, and the 
early 1940s a number of important books 
were published on curriculum principles 
and processes, and on techniques for help- 
ing the teacher in curriculum making. 
Harold Rugg (1886—1960), the chairperson 
of the NSSE Yearbook, shared the faith of 
Bobbitt and Charters іп a “science of curric- 
ulum.” By training Rugg was an engineer, 
but, like Dewey, he had a broad view of cur- 
riculum that focused on the whole child and 
the way the child would grapple with the 


changing society. In this respect, Rugg was a 
progressive thinker as well as a forerunner 
of reconstructionism. 

In 1928, Rugg coauthored his classic text, 
The Child-Centered School, with Ann Shu- 
maker. In an era which stressed student in- 
put in planning the curriculum, the authors 
stressed the need for curriculum specialists 
to construct the curriculum.” He, also, 
wrote about the necessity of teachers’ having 
at hand an outline of the knowledge, con- 
cepts, and generalizations that were to come 
from classroom instruction. Put in different 
terms, Rugg proposed that the curriculum 
should be planned by the teacher in ad- 
уапсе. The important point here is that 
Rugg (who was also progressive) rejected 
the idea of a curriculum based on the spon- 
taneous needs or interests of the child. Such 
acurriculum, he believed, would have no se- 
quence or predetermined outcomes. Even a 
play school had to have objectives and re- 
lated organized activities; otherwise, educa- 
tion was wasteful. Finally, he advocated co- 
operation among educational professionals 
from different areas, including teachers, ad- 
ministrators, test experts, and curriculum 
specialists from various fields. 

Rugg’s attention in the 1930s and the 
1940s shifted almost entirely to the integra- 
tion of history, geography, civics, and 
economics—commonly called social studies. 
Some of his ideas about labor history and 
collectivism, and his criticisms of American 
life, compounded by his activities with the 
teachers’ union, resulted in a great deal of 
criticism from Establishment groups. Like 
Counts and Dewey, Rugg, too, had the dis- 
tinction of having an FBI file.s05318* 

During the mid-1920s and 1930s, most 
school districts and state education depart- 
ments were developing curriculum guides. 
However, the selection of methods and activi- 
ties was left to the teachers. Hollis Caswell 
(1901– ), was concerned that this prac- 
tice was limited; he wanted to shift emphasis 
from formulating a course of study to im- 
proving instruction. He envision ed curricu- 
lum making as a means of helping teachers 
coordinate their instructional activities with 
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subject matter and students’ needs and inter- 
ests. He considered courses of study as guides 
or sources that teachers could use to plan 
their daily work, but not as plans they should 
follow in detail. He sought to combine three 
major curriculum components: Content, 
teacher’s instruction, and student’s learning. 

Caswell attempted to assist teachers by 
providing a step-by-step procedure for cur- 
riculum making. He and his col leagues 
outlined seven points, in question form, that 
still have relevancy today: 


1. What is a curriculum? 

2. Why is there need for curriculum revision? 
3. What is the function of subject matter? 
4. 


How do we determine educational objec- 
tives? 


. How do we organize curriculum? 
. How do we select subject matter? 


7. How do we measure the outcomes of instruc- 
tion? 


au 


Influenced by Bobbitt’s definition of cur- 
riculum as “that series of thi ngs which chil- 
dren and youth must do and experience,” 
Caswell and Campbell, in their classic text 
on Curriculum Development, maintained that 
the curriculum must consider “all elements 
in the experience of the learner.”” They 
thought curriculum should synthesize the 
fields of philosophy, psychology, and 
sociology—what other curricularists would 
later refer to as the foundations of curricu- 
lum. To a large extent, Caswell envisioned 
curriculum as a field with few limitations on 
content; rather, he thought curriculum rep- 
resented a procedure or process that incor- 
porated scientific steps of development, or- 
ganization, instruction, and evaluation. 

Caswell and Campbell believed that the 
curriculum must address three basic ele- 
ments: Children’s interests, social functions, 
and organized knowledge. The curriculum 
was to provide the proper scope and se- 
quence of subject matter at every grade 
level. The scope was to represent broad 
themes based on social functions (similar to 
educational aims), such as conservation of 
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natural resources, worthy home member- 
ship, democratic living, and so on. The se- 
quence was based on experiences according 
to the children’s interests. Subject matter was 
suggested to match the social functions and 
the learner's interests; the knowledge that 
was taught was to be measured as outcomes 
of instruction. 

Caswell and Campbell's book “became 
heavily prominent during the next two dec- 
ades, almost becoming synonymous with 
curriculum study at large.” Their three el- 
ements of curriculum, as well as scope and 
sequence, heavily influenced Taba’s book on 
Curriculum Development: Theory and Practice. 
Their three foundations and elements of 
curriculum also influenced the classic text- 
book written by B. Othanel Smith and his 
colleagues, Fundamentals of Curriculum Devel- 
opment. Both textbooks served as bridges be- 
tween Caswell and Campbell and many 
present curriculum textbooks (which stress 
foundations and principles of curriculum). 


Tyler: Basic Principles. 


An account of curriculum as a field is not 
complete without discussion of Ralph Tyler, 
(1902— ). Although Tyler published 
more than 700 articles and sixteen books 
(eleven of which are coauthored) on the 
subjects of curriculum, instruction, and 
evaluation, he is best known for his small 
book, Basic Principles of Curriculum and In- 
struction.” Originally written as a course syl- 
labus for his students at the University of 
Chicago, the book was published in 1949; it 
has already gone through over thirty-five 
printings. It is, in fact, considered by some 
as a “mini-Bible” of curriculum. 

In 128 pages, Tyler outlines the basic 
questions that he believes should be ап- 
swered by anyone involved in planning or 
writing а currriculum for any subject ог 
grade level: 


I. What educational purposes 
school seek to attain? 

2. What educational experiences can be pro- 
vided that are likely to attain these purposes? 


should the 


3. How can these educational experiences he 
effectively organized? 

4, How can we determine whether these pur- 
poses are being attained?" 


Tyler was highly influenced by the pro- 
gressive social theories of Judd and Dewey, 
as well as the learning theories of Thorn- 
dike and Piaget. He drew from the behav- 
iorists, too, including Bobbitt and Charters, 
His philosophy and principles of curricu- 
lum were influenced by older contemporar- 
ies, such as George Counts (while Tyler was 
at the University of Chicago) and Boyd 
Bode (while he was at Ohio State Univer- 
sity). 

Not much in Tyler’s model is new; we 
might consider it an elaboration of Киро 
four major tasks in curriculum and а con- 
densed version of the NSSE’s Twenty-Sixth 
Yearbook. One critic claims that “it clearly 
paraphrased, restated, and elaborated the 
position taken by the NSSE committee.” 
Others claim that the four questions and re- 
lated discussions closely resemble the com- 
panion curriculum report, Exploring the Cur- 
тешит, submitted with “The Eight-Year 
Study.” The model was not fully developed 
at that time, however; Tyler fully developed 
it later. 

To some extent, also, Tyler’s model can 
be considered an elaboration of an earlier 
work he did with Douglas Waples, when 
‘Tyler was at Ohio State University. In their 
publication, Tyler and Waples outlined the 
major elements in curriculum and instruc- 
tion: (1) defining objectives, organizing con- 
tent, and adopting materials; (2) selecting 
learning experiences and diagnosing learn- 
ers; (3) managing students; and (4) outlin- 
ing techniques of instruction апа evalua- 
tion.” Although Tyler does not mention the 
Waples publication in his book, in a recent 
interview he did give some credit to Judd, 
Dewey, and Thorndike, and minimal credit 
to Charters and Bode.” 

Tyler, also, was highly influenced by 
Hilda Taba, his colleague for over twenty 
years at Ohio State and the University of 
Chicago. Tyler had a very close personal 


апа professional relationship with Taba, 
and together they served on numerous re- 
search projects involving curriculum and 
evaluation. Because Taba’s classic book on 
Curriculum Development was published зеу- 
eral years after Tyler's book, most people 
think that Tyler influenced Taba. Actually, 
they influenced each other, but Tyler was 
the first to lay out four linear steps, which 
Taba further developed into seven linear 
steps. 

The Tyler model depicts a rational, logi- 
cal, and systematic approach to curriculum 
making. Although it embraces по philo- 
sophical or political bias in the sense that 
any subject can be organized around the 
model, its ideas are rooted in progressivism 
(it emphasizes the needs of the learner), 
scientific procedures (its principles are ap- 

licable in varying situations), and behavior- 
ism (its objectives аге the most important 
consideration, in Tyler's own words). 

As the NSSE Yearbook put little empha- 
sis on the teachers’ role in curriculum mak- 
ing, Tyler said very little about the students’ 
or the principals’ roles. Although Tyler 
claims the book deals with principles and 
processes, the work is a “cookbook” ap- 
proach to curriculum making. Nevertheless, 
the book is highly influential because of its 
rational, no-nonsense, and sequential ap- 
proach. In just over 100 pages, Tyler laid 
out a basic procedure to follow with easy-to- 
understand examples—different from the 
complex and cumbersome writings of other 
texts, Tyler gives students a manageable de- 
Scription, a series of concise steps, through 
which to plan curriculum. 

Although critics have judged Tyler's 
model to be inadequate, naive, overly lock- 
Step, and technocratic, and have censured it 
for its oversimplifying view of curriculum 
making as the collection of small bits of be- 
havior,” it still works for many. Because it is 
Simple to grasp, it serves as a starting point 
for curriculum students (which was its origi- 
nal intention). Remember that Tyler did not 
attempt anything more than to provide a ba- 
Sic guideline for students; his contemporar- 
ies inflated the significance of the book. 
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When a treatise in social science becomes 
popular, as this one did, it becomes fair 
game for analysis and criticism by others in 
the field—as this one did as well. 

Perhaps the most important reason Tyler 
is so influential is that he worked closely 
with a number of influential colleagues, be- 
sides Taba, such as Paul Diederich, Harold 
Dunkel, Maurice Hartung, Virgil Herrick, 
and Joseph Schwab, who accepted many of 
his ideas and who also influenced curricu- 
lum. In addition, many of Tyler’s students 
at Ohio State University—such as Edgar 
Dale, Louis Heil, Louis Raths, and Harold 
Shane—and at the University of Chicago— 
such as Elliot Eisner, Ned Flanders, David 
Krathwohl, Louise Tyler, and ‘Thomas 
Hastings—were influenced by Tyler and 
also became prominent in the field. Most 
important, а number of Tyler's other 
students—including Ben Bloom, Lee 
Cronbach, John Goodlad, Ken Rehage, Ole 
Sand, and Herbert Thelen—were also his 
colleagues for many years.” With the excep- 
tion of Eisner, these colleagues continuously 
praised ‘Tyler's work in the professional lit- 
erature. Like Tyler, these men and women 
were (or are) known for their scientific as- 
sumptions, systematic procedures, and tra- 
ditional views on education. 


CURRENT FOCUS 


The Tyler model, despite its criticism, 
summed up the best principles of curricu- 
lum making during the first half of the 
twentieth century. ‘The model has been util- 
ized and adapted by many curricular’ 
duding some of Tyler's students, like 
and Goodlad.” Although Tyler апа his 
predecessors did a great deal toward 
outlining a science of curriculum, the major 
concepts and principles of the field remain 
ill-defined and open to dispute. According 
to Bruce Joyce, there are “no agreed upon 
concepts or modes which are known and 
used....The curriculum field has по 
overarching ‘metasystem,’ known to most of 
its practitioners, which enables comparisons 
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of and choices between all alternative ap- 
proaches which are taken.” In general, cur- 
riculum people still “do their own thing.” 

On the other hand, Elliot Eisner points 
out that the “kind of science that has domi- 
nated educational research, .. . including 
curriculum development... uses knowl- 
edge provided by the social scientist as the 
primary bases for . . . management and con- 
trol.” This has led to prescriptive models of 
curriculum and instruction, uniform meth- 
ods of teaching and testing, and outcomes 
of learning that can be standardized and 
measured. This tendency toward scientific 
principles of curriculum making, and edu- 
cational research in general, has resulted in 
nonexpressive and nonemotional forms of 
education, according to Eisner, and what he 
labels as “value-neutral,” “technical,” “cool,” 
and “dispassionate objective.”” The infer- 
ence is that the Bobbitt-Tyler era, and its sci- 
ence of curriculum, has taken the joy, hu- 
mor, and fun out of teaching and learning. 

Although this analysis may be construed 
as an overstatement, especially by those who 
believe in behavioral or managerial ap- 
proaches to curriculum, several curricular- 
ists today—like Mike Apple, Dwayne Hueb- 
ner, Herb Kliebard, James Macdonald, Gail 
McCutcheon, and Vincent Rogers—have 
lost faith in the ability of scientific principles 
and technical models to solve curriculum 
problems. Like Eisner, they have turned to 
various personal, aesthetic, and linguistic 
concepts to formulate—or better yet, to 
reformulate—curriculum.' 

Even though we cannot agree on the con- 
cepts and principles of curriculum, much 
less on a science of curriculum making, the 
field of curriculum is expanding, and cer- 
tain trends are taking shape. During the 
1980s, the notion of international competi- 
tion has resurfaced, along with the cry for 
tougher standards and educational produc- 
tivity. The academic curriculum is also be- 
ing expanded and upgraded, and the idea 
of academic excellence is once more being 
debated in educational circles. The notion 
of a fourth R—computer literacy for stu- 


dents—is also being seriously considered 
(the authors would introduce a fifth R, as 
well—namely, Spanish because of our coun- 
{гуз ethnic population trends), along witha 
renewed emphasis on science, mathematics, 
and foreign languages—similar to the Sput- 
nik period. 

The field of curriculum is also maturing, 
It is moving beyond schools and including 
programs in business, industry, military, 
government, and health fields. It is also 
incorporating many disciplines, such as phi- 
losophy, psychology, sociology, and politics. 
Finally, the field is developing an interna- 
tional character, and curriculum specialists 
are adapting the tools of research methodol- 
ogy, computers, instructional technology, 
and systems analysis. In short, curriculum as 
a field of study is becoming more interdisci- 
plinary, scientific, and qualitative. 


CONCLUSION 


From the colonial period to around World 
War 1, curriculum was a matter of evolving 
subject matter. Some reform ideas con- 
cerned pedagogical principles, mainly as а 
result of European influence апа the 
emerging progressive reform movement of 
the mid and late nineteenth century. But 
these ideas were limited to theoretical 
discussions and a few isolated and innova- 
tive schools. The perennialist curriculum, 
which emphasized the classics and timeless 
and absolute values based around religious 
and then moral doctrines, remained domi- 
nant for the first 150 years of our nation’s 
history. 

The idea of principles and processes of 
curriculum began to take shape after the 
turn of the twentieth century, along with 
emphasis on scientific principles and рго- 
gressive philosophy. Curriculum as a field 
of study, with its own methods and theories 
and ways of solving problems, has made real 
advances ever since the 19905. Most of the 
advances have actually taken place since 
Tyler wrote his basic text on curriculum. 


Many of these advances are discussed else- 
where in this text. 
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chapter 4 


PSYCHOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS 


How do people learn? Psychology is con- 
cerned with this question. Curriculum spe- 
cialists, however, ask, How does psychology 
contribute to curriculum? Psychology pro- 
vides a basis for understanding the teaching 
and learning process. As long as teaching 
and learning are important considerations 
for curriculum specialists, then psychology 
will be important as well. Other questions 
that interest psychologists and curriculum 
specialists are: Why do learners respond as 
they do to the efforts of the teachers? How 
should the curriculum be organized to en- 
hance learning? 

Teaching and learning are interrelated, 
and psychology cements the relationship; it 
provides the theories and principles that 
influence teacher-student behavior within 
the context of the curriculum. For John 
Dewey, psychology was the basis for under- 
standing how the individual learner inter- 
acts with objects and persons in the environ- 
ment. The process goes on for life, and the 
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quality of interaction determines: у the 
amount and type of learning. Ralph Tyler 
considered psychology to be a “screen” for 
helping determine what our objectives are 
and how our learning takes place.' More re- 
cently, Jerome Bruner linked psychology 
with modes of thinking that underlie the 
methods employed іп various bodies of 
knowledge comprising specific disciplines. 
The goal of utilizing these methods is to for- 
mulate concepts, principles, and generaliza- 
tions that form the structure of the disci- 
plines.? In short, psychology is the unifying 
element of the learning process; it forms the 
basis for the methods, materials, and activi- 
ties of learning, and it subsequently serves 
as the impetus for many curriculum deci- 
sions. 

Historically, the major theories of learn- 
ing have been classified into two groups: (1) 
behaviorist or association theories, the 
oldest one of which deals with various as: 
pects of stimulus-response and reinforcers; 


and (2) cognitive-field theories, which view 
the learner in relationship to the total envi- 
ronment. Some texts, including this one, 
separate cognitive-field theories into cogni- 
tive-developmental апа phenomenological- 
humanistic theories. When cognitive theo- 
ries are discussed separately, the learning 
process focuses on developmental stages, hi- 
erarchies of learning, and various forms of 
problem solving and creativity. The phe- 
nomenological aspects of learning deal with 
attitudes and feelings and entail more alter- 
natives in learning. 


BEHAVIORISM 


The behaviorists, who represent traditional 
psychology, are rooted in philosophical 
speculation about the nature of learning— 
the ideas of Aristotle, Descartes, Locke, and 
Rousseau. They emphasize conditioning be- 
havior and altering the environment to elicit 
selected responses from the learner. This 
theory has dominated twentieth-century 
psychology, especially during the first half 
of the century; it has recently returned as a 
major school to explain the learning proc- 
ess. 


Connectionism. 


One of the first Americans to conduct ex- 
perimental testing of the stimulus-response 
(or classical conditioning) idea was Edward 
Thorndike. At Harvard, Thorndike began 
his work with animals, a course of experi- 
mentation other behaviorists adopted as 
well.’ Thorndike defined learning as habit 
formation—as connecting more and more 
habits into a complex structure. He defined 
teaching, then, as arranging the classroom 
so as to enhance desirable connections as 
bonds. 

Thorndike developed three major laws 
of learning: (1) the Law of Readiness—when a 
“conduction” unit is ready to conduct, to do 
So is satisfying and not to do so is annoying; 
(2) the Law of Exercise—a connection is 
Strengthened in proportion to the number 
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of times it occurs, and in proportion to aver- 
age intensity and duration; and (3) the Law 
of Effect—responses accompanied by satis- 
faction are important for strengthening the 
connection; conversely, responses accom- 
panied by discomfort weaken the connec- 
tion.‘ 

The Law of Readiness suggests that when 
the nervous system is ready to conduct, it 
leads to a satisfying state of affairs; this has 
been misinterpreted by some educators as 
referring to educational readiness, such as 
readiness to read. The Law of Exercise pro- 
vides justification for drill, repetition, and 
review, and is best illustrated today by be- 
havioral modification and basic-skill instruc- 
tional approaches. Although rewards and 
punishments were used in schools for centu- 
ries prior to Thorndike’s formulation of the 
Law of Effect, his theory did make more ex- 
plicit, and furnished justification for, what 
was already being done. В. Е. Skinner's op- 
erant model of behavior, programmed in- 
struction, and many current ideas based on 
providing satisfying experiences to the 
learner, as well as reinforcement in the form 
of feedback, are rooted in this law. 

Thorndike maintained that: (1) behavior 
was influenced more likely by conditions of 
learning; (2) attitudes and abilities of learn- 
ers could change (and improve) over time 
through proper stimuli; (3) instructional ex- 
periences could be designed and controlled; 
and (4) it was important to select appropri- 
ate stimuli or learning experiences that were 
integrated and consistent—and that rein- 
forced each other. For Thorndike, no one 
subject was more likely than another to im- 
prove the mind; rather, learning was a mat- 
ter of relating new learning to previous 
learning. Thus, the “psychology” of mental 
discipline was attacked, and this attack 
meant that there was no hierarchy of subject 
matter. 

Although connectionism no longer en- 
joys the wide appeal it once had in the 
schools, practices related to it continue un- 
der different behaviorist labels. And even 
though Thorndike’s model of learning has 
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minimal direct influence today, many of his 
assumptions related to learning are evident 
nonetheless. 


Thorndike’s Influence: Tyler, Taba, and 
Bruner. 


Coinciding with Thorndike’s (1874— 
1949) theories, both Tyler and Taba main- 
tained that learning had application and 
thus could be transferred to other situa- 
tions.’ This meant that rote learning and 
memorization of knowledge were unneces- 
sary. The student could organize and clas- 
sify information into existing mental sche- 
mata or patterns and use it in different 
situations. According to Thorndike, the best 
way to learn something was by the most di- 
rect method possible, which coincided with 
the behaviorist and logical approach out- 
lined by Tyler and Taba. However, both 
Tyler and Taba disagreed with Тћогпа ке 5 
view of connections between specific stimuli 
and specific responses. Rather, they out- 
lined a more generalized view of learning, 
one that corresponds with a cognitive ap- 
proach. Whereas Bobbitt and Charters 
opted for the more precise behavioral ap- 
proach to learning, along Thorndike’s lines, 
which viewed objectives in context with 
highly specific habits to be acquired, Tyler 
and Taba were inclined to take Dewey's and 
Judd’s approach: That learning was based 
on generalizations and the teaching of impor- 
tant principles (terms used by the latter four 
educators) to explain concrete рһепотепа." 

Note that both Tyler and Taba gave 
credit to Thorndike in their classic texts. 
Tyler’s notation of Thorndike was іп 
passing; however, but this corresponds to 
his general reluctance to give credit to other 
authorities for his own ideas. Nevertheless, 
ће spent considerable space discussing 
connectionism and organizing learning 
principles along Thorndike’s transfer theo- 
ries. Taba devoted an entire chapter to “the 
transfer of learning,” as well as the influence 
that Thorndike and others had оп this 
learning theory. Like Thorndike, Taba ar- 


gued that practice alone does not necessarily 
strengthen memory or the transfer of learn- 
ing, which served to free the curriculum 
from the rigid roteness and drill of the past. 
“Since no program, no matter how thor- 
ough, can teach everything, the task of all 
education is to cause a maximum amount of 
transfer.” The idea was to develop content 
or methods that led to generalizations and 
that had wide transfer value; this led to 
Taba’s advocating problem-solving and 
inquiry-discovery techniques. 

The notions of “learning how to learn” 
and “inquiry discovery,” although popular- 
ized by Bruner, are rooted in Thorndike. 
Thorndike, and later Bruner, assumed that 
learning that involves meaningful organiza- 
tion of experiences can be transferred more 
readily than learning acquired by rote." The 
more abstract the principles and generaliza- 
tions, the greater the possibility of transfer, 
(This also corresponds with Dewcy’s idea of 
reflective thinking, and the steps that he 
outlined for problem solving). 

For Bruner, learning the structure of a 
discipline provided the basis for the specific 
transfer of learning. The abilities to learn 
and to recall and use some information later 
are directly related to the learner's having a 
structural pattern by which information can 
be transferred to new situations. ‘Transfer 
of learning is much more frequent when 
learning is of a basic, general nature. One 
difference between Thorndike and Bruner 
should be noted, however. Whereas 
Thorndike found that no one subject was 
more important than another subject for 
meaningful learning, Bruner gave great 
emphasis to science and mathematics as the 
major disciplines for teaching structure. In 
this context, Thorndike was more progres- 
sive than Bruner—he gave equal weight and 
equal importance to various subjects—and 
he broke from traditional thinking about 
the hierarchy of subject matter. 


Classical Conditioning. 


The classical conditioning theory cof 
learning emphasizes that learning consists 


of eliciting a response by means of previ- 
ously neutral or inadequate stimuli; some 
neutral stimulus associated with an uncondi- 
tioned stimulus at the time of response 
gradually acquires the ability to elicit the re- 
sponse. The classical conditioning experi- 
ment by Ivan Pavlov is widely known. In this 
experiment, a dog learned to salivate at the 
sound of a bell. The bell, a biologically neu- 
tral or inadequate stimulus, was being pre- 
sented simultaneously with food, a biologi- 
cally nonneutral or adequate stimulus. So 
closely were the two stimuli associated by the 
dog that the bell came to be substituted for 
the food, and the dog reacted to the bell as 
he originally had to the food.’ 

The implications for human learning 
were important. Some neutral stimulus 
(bell) associated with an unconditioned stim- 
ulus (food) at the time of the response grad- 
ually acquired the association to elicit the re- 
sponse (salivation). The theory has led to a 
wealth of laboratory investigations about 
learning and has become a focal point in so- 
cial and political discussions—for example, 
Aldous Huxley’s futuristic novel Brave New 
World and the movies Manchurian Candidate 
and The Deer Hunter. 

On the American scene, James Watson 
used Pavlov’s research as a foundation for 
building a new science of psychology based 
on behaviorism. The new science emphasized 
that learning was based on the science of be- 
havior, what was observable or measurable, 
and not on cognitive processes. The laws of 
behavior were derived from animal and 
then human studies and were expected to 
have all the objectivity of the laws of sci- 
ence." 

For Watson and others, the key to learn- 
ing was to condition the child in the early 
years of life, based on the method Pavlov 
had demonstrated for animals. Thus, 
Watson once boasted: 


Give me a dozen healthy infants, well-informed, 
and my own specified world to bring them up 
and ГИ guarantee to take anyone at random and 
train him to be any type of specialist I might 
select—a doctor, lawyer, artist . . . and yes, even 
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into beggarman and thief, regardless of his 
talents, ... abilities, vocations, and гасе." 


Operant Conditioning. 


Perhaps more than any other recent be- 
haviorist, В. Frederick Skinner has at- 
tempted to apply his theories to the class- 
room situation. Basing a major part of his 
theories on experiments with pigeons, 
Skinner distinguishes two kinds of re- 
sponses: elicited, a response identified with a 
definite stimulus, and emitted, a response 
that is apparently unrelated to an identifi- 
able stimulus. When a response is elicited, 
the behavior is termed respondent. When it is 
emitted, the behavior is operant—that is, no 
observable or measurable stimuli explain 
the appearance of the response.” In oper- 
ant conditioning, the role of stimuli is less 
definite; often, the emitted behavior cannot 
be connected to a specific stimulus. 

Reinforcers can be classified, also, as pri- 
mary, secondary, or generalized. A primary 
reinforcer applies to any stimulus that helps 
satisfy a basic drive, such as for food, water, 
or sex. (This reinforcer is also paramount in 
classical conditioning.) A secondary reinfor- 
cer is important for people, such as getting 
approval from friends or teachers, receiving 
money, or winning school awards. Although 
secondary reinforcers do not satisfy primary 
drives, they can be converted into primary 
reinforcers. Because of the choice and 
range of secondary reinforcers, Skinner re- 
fers to them as generalized reinforcers. Class- 
room teachers have a variety of secondary 
reinforcers at their disposal, ranging from 
words of praise or smiles to words of ad- 
monishment or punishment. 

Operant behavior will discontinue when 
it is not followed by reinforcement. Skinner 
classifies reinforcers as positive or negative. 
A positive reinforcer is simply the presenta- 
tion of a reinforcing stimulus. A student re- 
ceives positive reinforcement when a test 
paper is returned with a grade of A or a 
note that says “Keep up the good work.” A 
negative reinforcement is the removal or 
withdrawal of a stimulus. When the teacher 
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shouts to the class, “Keep quiet,” and the 
students quiet down, the students’ silence 
reinforces the teacher’s shouting. Punish- 
ment, on the other hand, calls for the pre- 
sentation of unpleasant or harmful stimuli 
or the withdrawal of a (positive) reinforcer, 
but it is not always a negative reinforcer." 
Although Skinner believes in both positive 
and negative reinforcement, he rejects pun- 
ishment because he feels it inhibits learning. 
He maintains that a considerable amount of 
teaching and learning is based on punitive 
procedures and faulty reinforcement—a 
practice that has led to disappointing re- 
sults." 


Acquiring New Operants: Behavioral 
Modification. Skinner’s approach of selec- 
tive reinforcement, whereby only desired 
responses are reinforced, has wide appeal to 
educators because he has demonstrated its 
application to the instructional and learning 
process. An essential principle in the rein- 
forcement interpretation of learning is the 
variability of human behavior, which makes 
change possible. Individuals can acquire new 
operants—that is, behavior can be shaped or 
modified and complex concepts can be 
taught to students. The individual’s capabil- 
ity for the desired response is what makes 
the shaping of behavior or the learning pos- 
sible. Behavior and learning can be shaped 
through a series of successive approxima- 
tions or a sequence of responses that in- 
creasingly approximate the desired one. 
Thus, through a combination of reinforcing 
and sequencing desired responses, new be- 
havior is shaped; this is what some people 
today refer to as behavioral modification. 

Although behavioral modification ap- 
proaches vary according to the student and 
the behavior being sought, they are widely 
used in conjunction with individualized- 
instructional techniques and classroom- 
management techniques—whereby student 
activities are specified, structured, paced, 
reinforced by rewards (and punishments if 
песеззагу), and frequently assessed in terms 
of the learning or behavior desired. With 
this approach, curriculum may be defined 


by Popham and Baker’s definition—that is, 
“all planned outcomes for which the school 
is responsible” and “the desired conse- 
quences of instruction.” 


Programmed Learning. The approach 
of selective and sequential reinforcement to 
learning has led to Skinner’s supplementary 
theories of programmed instruction and 
learning. Programmed learning provides a 
step-by-step approach to instruction with 
immediate, frequent, and regular reinforce- 
ment, which encourages the continued ex- 
penditure of stimulus-responses and small 
step learning that the teacher cannot 
efficiently provide. Skinner argues that a 
skill subject, such as elementary mathemat- 
ics, might have as many as 25,000 contin- 
gencies of reinforcement, and that each 
combination might have to be reinforced 
several times before the child learns the cur- 
riculum. A single teacher cannot provide so 
many reinforcements for each child and 
also time them with the child’s responses, 
much less deal with the multiple number of 
combinations. But this could be done effec- 
tively through programmed instruction and 
teaching machines." 

Studies of programmed instruction in the 
1960s and 1970s failed to show significant 
advantages for the procedure. Also, teach- 
ers’ resistance to being replaced by ma 
chines, and their belief that the method ig- 
nored conceptual thought апа affective 
aspects of learning, led to criticism of the 
approach. The idea of programmed in- 
struction has resurfaced, however, in con- 
text of the larger trend of computer-assisted 
instruction. 


Behaviorism and Curriculum. 


Behaviorism, as mentioned previously, 
exerts a major impact on education. Educa- 
tors who аге behaviorists and who are m 
charge of curricula use many principles Q 
behavior to guide the creation of new pro 
grams. Although what can reinforce indi- 
vidual students differs, curriculum special- 
ists can adopt procedures to increase the 


likelihood that each student will find learn- 
ing relevant and enjoyable. When new 
topics or activities are introduced, connec- 
tions should be built on positive experiences 
each student has had. Things about which 
each student is likely to have negative feel- 
ings should be identified and modified, if 
possible, to produce positive results. 

The behaviorists believe that the curricu- 
lum should be organized so students experi- 
ence success in mastering the subject matter. 
Of course, all curriculum persons, regard- 
less of their psychological camps, have this 
view. The difference is that the behaviorists 
are highly prescriptive and diagnostic in 
their approach, and they rely on step-by- 
step and structured methods for learning. 
For students who have difficulty learning, 
curriculum and instruction can be broken 
down into small units with appropriate 
sequencing of tasks and reinforcement of 
desired behavior. 

Behaviorist theories, it should be noted, 
have been criticized as describing learning 
too simply and mechanically—and as per- 
haps reflecting overreliance on classical ani- 
mal experimentation. Human learning in- 
volves complex thinking processes beyond 
respondent conditioning (or recall and 
habit) and operant conditioning (or emitted 
and reinforced behavior). A further con- 
cern is that there is little justification to 
define learning in terms of a “collection of 
small bits of behavior each of which has to 
be learned separately.” Although behavior 
consists of organized sequences, it is not a 
collection of tiny bits of behavior. The stress 
on prescribed, lock-step procedures and 
tasks—and a “belief that a behavioral sci- 
ence should be definable in terms of observ- 
able events—{are] hardly justifiable today.” 

The latter criticism may be an overstate- 
ment, because many behaviorists today rec- 
ognize cognitive processes much more than 
classical or S-R theorists, and they are 
flexible enough to hold that learning can oc- 
cur without the individual’s having to act 
upon the environment or exhibit overt be- 
havior." To the extent that traditional 
behavioral theory can be faulted for having 
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to rely on identifying all behavior, many be- 
haviorists today are willing to consider that 
cognitive processes partially explain aspects 
of learning. 

Behaviorism is alive and well; it is linked 
to many current educational practices im- 
pacting on classrooms and schools. Writes 
Robert Glaser: 


... much of the application of psychological 
theory currently going on in schools represents 
the earlier behavioristic approach. The concepts 
of behavioral objectives, and behavior modifica- 
tion, for example, now pervade all levels of edu- 
cation, including special education, elementary 
school instruction in basic literary skills, and per- 
sonalized systems of instruction...” 


To the preceding list, we must add that 
behaviorist theory today is evidenced in the 
theories, principles, or trends related to (1) 
behavioral objectives in writing апа аѕ- 
sessing teaching, learning, and evaluation; 
(2) basic-skill training programs in language 
and reading, such as Bereiter-Englemann’s 
Scientific Research Association (SRA), Di- 
rect Instructional Training (DISTAR), Sur- 
vey, Question, Read, Recite and Review 
(SQ3R), Continuous Progress, апа Self- 
Directed Study, mainly but not exclusively 
geared for learning-disabled students; (3) 
individualized education, such as Individu- 
ally Prescribed Instruction (IPI), Individu- 
ally Guided Education (IGE), Team Аз- 
sisted Individualization (TAI), individual 
learning contracts, adaptive instruction, di- 
rect instruction, and mastery learning; (4) 
instructional design or system design mod- 
els, such as instructional systems, manage- 
ment systems, instructional training models, 
or cybernetic models used by training psy- 
chologists, management trainers, and edu- 
cational planners; (5) teacher-training pro- 
grams, such as simulation teaching, 
microteaching, competency-based teacher 
education, and performance-based teacher 
education; (6) educational technology, in- 
cluding the previously mentioned pro- 
grammed instruction as well as instructional 
television, computerized instruction, and 
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instructional materials centers; and (7) 
planning and evaluation programs, includ- 
ing accountability plans, cost-effective au- 
dits, Management by Objectives (MBO), 
Planning-Programming-Budgeting-System 
(PPBS), Program, Evaluation, and Review 
Technique (PERT), Planning and Control- 
ling Technique (PACT), and several input- 
transaction-output models of education 
evaluation, 

The emphasis with these behavioral ap- 
proaches and programs is on: (1) remedia- 
tion, skill acquisition, basic or advanced 
learning (from learning to read to flying an 
airplane); (2) well-defined, short-term and 
long-term objectives; (3) matching instruc- 
tional materials and media to the learners’ 
abilities; (4) shaping behavior through pre- 
scribed tasks, step-by-step activities, close su- 
pervision of activities, and positive reinfor- 
cers; and (5) diagnosing, assessing, and 
reassessing the learners’ needs, objectives, 
activities, tasks, and instruction.” In gen- 
eral, emphasis is on careful analyzing and 
sequencing of learning needs and behav- 
iors. Task analysis, principles of sequencing, 
testing and diagnosing, drilling, and feed- 
back are also characteristic. The learning 
conditions needed for successful outcomes 
are carefully planned. Most of these steps 
and/or sequences are shown in Figure 4-1. 

Finally, four basic behavioral principles 
are followed with these approaches and pro- 
grams: (1) time on task—time attending to 
tasks varies with the learners’ abilities to 
master learning; (2) repetition—practice 
and drill are related to eliciting correct re- 
sponses; (3) reinforcement—direct and 
mastery learning are strengthened when 
built on previous learning; and (4) shap- 
ing—behavior and learning can be more 
easily acquired through “successive approxi- 
mations,” or a sequence of responses that in- 
creasingly approximate the desired Ьеһау- 
ior or learning. These basic principles tend 
to coincide with the current principles and 
methods of individualized instruction, di- 
rect instruction, and mastery learning. 
These step-by-step procedures are behav- 
iorist in nature, although some observers 


might also claim they are cognitive, too. 

Many of the traditional and contempo- 
rary ideas of behaviorism are popular not 
only in classrooms and schools but also in 
business and industry, government, and al- 
lied health professions. With these ђећау- 
iorist models, it is common to reject value- 
laden, qualitative influences and to accept 
fixed quantitative components. Stripped of 
their scientific and technocratic concepts, 
however, the models are sometimes viewed 
to be narrow and mechanistic.’ On the 
other hand, they are the types of designs 
and models that people who deal іп pre- 
scribed tasks, numbers, апа cost-effec- 
tiveness, and in precise boxes and bottom 
lines are inclined to favor. Many behavior- 
ists today are aware of these rigid doctrines 
and thus integrate cognitive developmental 
theory with their approaches to human 
learning. 


COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT 


Today most psychologists classify human 
growth and development as cognilive, social, 
psychological, and physical—and they note 
that learning in school is mainly cognitive in 
nature. Growth and development refer to 
changes in the structure and function of hu- 
man characteristics. The changes occur ina 
steady progression; they are not uniform, 
but result from the interaction of inherited 
potential (heredity) and environment. 
Whether a person is a rapid or slow learner, 
has a pleasing or disturbing personality, is 
tall or short largely depend on the interac- 
tion of hereditary tendencies and environ- 
mental influences. 

There is no agreed-upon way to deter- 
mine exactly to what extent the characteris- 
tics (cognitive, social, psychological, and 
physical) of an individual are the result of 
inherited limitations or potential, or the 
harmful or favoring circumstances in the 
person’s environment. In fact, there is con- 
siderable controversy about the extent ог 
role of heredity versus environment iN 
determining cognitive outcomes (1.е., 1 
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scores and achievement scores) in school. 
Unfortunately, the evidence remains open 
to debate and to a variety of interpretations 
because of factors that cannot be adequately 
controlled and separated from one another. 
Most curriculum specialists avoid involve- 
ment in this controversy, even though the is- 
sue impacts on education and learning theo- 
ries in general. 


Cognitive Stages of Development. 


Most cognitive theory is developmental— 
that is, it supposes that growth and develop- 
ment occur in progressive stages. Jean 
Piaget presents the most comprehensive 
view of this theory.” The Swiss psycholo- 
gists work camp came to the attention of 
American educators during the 1950s and 
1960s—coinciding with the rising influence 
of cognitive developmental psychology, the 
environmentalist theories, and the compen- 
satory education movement. (Remember, 
behaviorism was the first and foremost 
theory of behavior and learning during the 
first half of this century). Piaget is now prob- 
ably the most quoted and influential person 
in the area of cognitive growth and child de- 
velopment. 

Like many other investigators today, 
Piaget describes cognitive development in 
terms of stages from birth to maturity. The 
overall stages can be summarized as fol- 
lows:"' 


1. Sensorimotor Stage (birth to age 2). The child 
progresses from reflex operations and 
undifferentiated surroundings to complex 
sensorimotor actions in relation to environ- 
mental patterns. The child comes to realize 
that objects have permanence; they can be 
found again. The child begins to establish 
simple relations between similar objects. 

2. Preoperational Stage (ages 2 to 7). In this stage 
objects and events begin to take on symbolic 
meaning. For example, a chair is for sitting; 
clothing is what we wear. The child shows an 
increased ability to learn more complex con- 
cepts from experience as long as familiar ex- 
amples are provided from which to extract 


criteria that define the concept. (For exam- 
ple, oranges, apples, and bananas are fruit; 
the child must have the chance to touch and 
eat them.) 

3. Concrete Operations Stage (ages 7 to 11). The 
child begins to organize data into logical rela- 
tionships and gains facility in manipulating 
data іп problem-solving situations. This 
learning situation occurs, however, only if 
concrete objects are available or if actual past 
experiences can be drawn upon. This child is 
ae a make judgments in terms of reversi- 
bility and reciprocal relations (for example, 
that the left and right are relative to spatial 
relations) and conservation (that is, a long, 
narrow glass may hold the same amount of 
water as a short, wide one). 

4. Formal Operations Stage (age 11 onwards). 
This stage is characterized by the develop- 
ment of formal and abstract operations. The 
adolescent is able to analyze ideas and com- 
prehend spatial and temporal relationships. 
The young person can think logically about 
abstract data, evaluate data according to ac- 
ceptable criteria, formulate hypotheses, and 
deduce possible consequences from them. 
He or she can construct theories and reach 
conclusions without having had direct expe- 
rience in the subject. At this stage there are 
few or no limitations on what the adolescent 
can learn; learning depends on his or her in- 
tellectual potential and environmental expe- 
riences, 


Piaget's cognitive stages presuppose а 
maturation process in the sense that develop- 
ment is a continuation and is based on previ- 
ous growth. The mental operations are se- 
quential and successive. The stages are 
hierarchical, and they form an order of in- 
creasingly sophisticated and integrated 
mental operations. Although the succession 
of stages is constant, stages of attainment 
vary within certain limits that are a function 
of heredity and environment. Although he- 
reditary or environmental factors may 
speed up or slow down cognitive develop- 
ment, they do not change the stages or the 
sequence. 

Environmental experience is the key to 
Piaget’s cognitive theories, as it was also the 


crux of Dewey’s learning principles. The ed- 
ucator’s role involves “the shaping of actual 
experience by environing conditions” and 
knowing “what surroundings are conduc- 
tive to having experiences that lead to 
growth.” Three basic cognitive processes 
form the basis of the environmental and ex- 
periential theories of both Piaget and 
Dewey. For Piaget, assimilation is the incor- 
poration of new experiences into existing 
experiences; it represents a coordination of 
the child’s experiences into his or her envi- 
ronment. But assimilation, alone, does not 
have the capacity to handle new situations 
and new problems in context with present 
cognitive structures. The child must organ- 
ize and develop new cognitive structures in 
context with existing structures—that is, 
how he or she thinks. This is accommodation, 
whereby the child’s existing cognitive struc- 
tures are modified and adapted in response 
to his or her environment. Equilibration is 
the process of achieving balance between 
those things that were previously under- 
stood and those yet to be understood; it re- 
fers to the dual process of assimilation and 
accommodation of one’s environment.” 

This coincides with Dewey’s “conceptions 
of situation and interaction [which] are in- 
separable from each other” and which form 
the basis of continuity.” For Dewey, а situa- 
tion represents the experiences of the envi- 
ronment impacting on the child, similar to 
assimilation. Interaction is concerned with 
current or latitudinal transactions taking 
place between the child and his or her envi- 
ronment, including his or her capacities to 
establish meaning, similar to accommoda- 
tion. Continuity refers to longitudinal learn- 
ing or to situations and interactions that fol- 
low, similar to equilibration. 

It is difficult to determine who influenced 
whom, because both Piaget and Dewey for- 
mulated most of their learning theories dur- 
ing the same period—in the 1920s and 
1930s. Most authorities recognize Dewey’s 
influence on Tyler, Taba, and Bruner, but 
Piaget had considerable influence on them, 
too, 
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Piaget's Influence: Tyler, Taba, 
and Bruner. 


Piaget's (1896-1980) environmental the- 
ories (and Dewey’s educational experiences) 
form the basis of Tyler's five principles of 
learning: (1) A student must have learning 
experiences that provide opportunity for 
practice and (2) satisfaction; (3) learning ex- 
periences must be appropriate for the stu- 
dent’s present abilities; (4) many experi- 
ences can be used to attain the same 
educational objectives; and (5) the same 
learning experience will usually bring about 
several outcomes.” 

Piaget’s three cognitive processes (and 
Dewey’s three educational experiences) also 
serve as а basis for Tyler’s three methods of 
organizing learning experiences: (1) continu- 
ity suggests that the curriculum should pos- 
sess vertical reiteration—that is, the skills 
and concepts should be “recurring” and 
there should be “continuing opportunity for 
these skills to be practiced”; (2) sequence sug- 
gests that the curriculum should include 
progressive development of understanding 
and that “each successive experience builds 
upon the preceding one [and] go more 
broadly and deeply into matters involved”; 
(3) integration “refers to the horizontal rela- 
tionships of curriculum experiences” and 
means that the organization of experiences 
should be “unified ...in relation to other 
elements” of the curriculum being taught 
and that subjects “should not be isolated . . . 
or taught as a single course” from the rest of 
the subjects.” 

Taba not only spends considerable time 
reviewing Piaget’s four stages of cognitive 
development, and the implications they 
have for intelligence and mental develop- 
ment, she also concludes that learning expe- 
riences must be “designed to match assess- 
ment of age levels at which certain processes 
of thought can occur.” The idea is to trans- 
form complex concepts and subject matter 
into mental operations appropriate to the 
learner, and to develop a curriculum that 
provides for “increasing deeper and more 
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formal levels” of thinking. “Building such a 
curriculum would naturally also involve a 
better understanding of the hierarchies 
[Piaget’s stages] of concept formation and 
mental operations [and] a better under- 
standing of the sequences in the develop- 
ment of thought.”” 

Similarly, Taba notes Piagets cognitive 
processes—assimilation, | accommodation, 
equilibration—in her discussion of generali- 
zations and abstract thinking. She is con- 
cerned with organizing curricula and teach- 
ing new experiences so they are compatible 
with existing experiences (assimilation), 
moving from concrete experiences to con- 
cepts and principles (accommodation), and 
classifying and understanding new relation- 
ships (equilibration). The basis of what Taba 
calls “curriculum strategies for productive 
learning” are rooted in Piaget’s synthesis of 
experiences into more complex forms and 
levels. 

For Bruner, learning how things are re- 
lated means learning the structure of knowl- 
edge. Such learning is based on Piaget's 
ideas of assimilation and accommodation." 
The student who comes to grasp how bits of 
information within a subject area are related 
is able to continually and independently re- 
late additional information to a field of 
study. Learning some “thing” should not be 
an end of learning, but, as Piaget and Dewey 
suggest, should be related to other aspects 
of subject matter and should be general 
enough to apply in other problems or situa- 
tions. The structure of knowledge provides 
the basis for this kind of specific transfer of 
learning. 

Piaget's equilibration forms the basis of 
Bruner’s notion of a “spiral curriculum”: 
Previous learning is the basis of subsequent 
learning, that learning should be continu- 
ous, and that subject matter is related to and 
built on a foundation (from grade to grade). 
Bruner is also influenced by Dewey, who 
uses the term continuity in learning to ex- 
plain that what a person has already learned 
“becomes an instrument of understanding 
and dealing effectively with the situations 


that follow.” Bruner also uses the term 
continuity, in the same way as Piaget and 
Dewey, to describe the spiral curriculum; 
How subject matter and mental operations 
can be “continually deepened by using them 
in a progressively more complex form.” 

Bruner considers that the act of learning 
consists of three related processes, similar to 
Piaget's cognitive processes: 


1. Acquisition is the grasping of new informa- 
tion; it mainly corresponds to assimilation. 
Such information may be “new” to one's 
store of data; it may also replace previously 
acquired information, or it may merely 
refine or further qualify previous informa- 
tion. 

2. Transformation is the individual's capacity to 
process new information so as to transcend 
or go beyond it. Means for processing such 
information are extrapolation, interpolation, 
or translation into another form. This ргос- 
ess mainly overlaps with accommodation, 

3. Evaluation is the determination of whether 
or not information has been processed іп а 
way that renders it appropriate for dealing 
with a particular task or problem. It closely 
corresponds with equilibration. 


What is educationally critical is that the 
teacher (in conjunction with learning psy- 
chologists and | curriculum specialists) 
should determine the appropriate emphasis 
to be given to each of Piaget's stages of cog- 
nitive development and processes of think- 
ing. Piaget's cognitive processes overlap 
with Tyler's methods, Taba’s strategies, and 
Bruner’s processes. The ability to match ap- 
propriate learning experiences with Piaget's 
four stages of development and three proc- 
esses of thinking is especially important for 
elementary school teachers. It is during the 
elementary school period, to be sure, when 
children move from the second stage to the 
third and fourth stages. 


Levels of Thinking. 


Educators concerned with learning are 
also concerned with thinking. Thinking can 


be classified in various ways. One way is by 
levels that are both theoretical and develop- 
mental in nature. Levels of thinking are not 
necessarily hierarchical in nature, although 
we might expect them to be. Levels can also 
be neutral and not sequential. The first ex- 
ample here is hierarchical; the second is 
nonhierarchical. 


Hierarchical Learning. Robert Gagné 
has presented a hierarchical arrangement of 
eight types of learning sets or capabilities 
that has become a classic model. The first 
five may be defined as behavioral operations 
and the last three may be considered cogni- 
tive operations. Problem solving is consid- 
ered the highest form of thinking. The 
capabilities are based on prerequisite condi- 
tions, resulting in a cumulative process of 
learning. The seven types of learning and 
examples of each ЕоПом:“ 


L. Signal Learning (classical conditioning, а re- 
sponse to a given signal). Example: Fear re- 
sponse to a rat. 

2. Stimulus Response (operant conditioning 
[S-R], a response to a given stimulus). Exam- 
ple: Student's response to the command, 
“Please sit.” 

3. Motor Chains (linking together two or more 
S-R verbal units to develop a more complex 
skill). Example: Learning a foreign lan- 
guage. 

4. Multiple Discriminations (responding in differ- 
ent ways to different items of a particular 
set). Example: Discriminating between grass 
and trees. 

5. Concepts (reacting to stimuli in an abstract 
way). Examples: animals, grammar, and so 
оп. 

6. Rules (chaining two or more concepts). Ex- 
amples: Animals have offspring. An adjec- 
tive modifies a noun. 

7. Problem Solving (combining known rules or 
principles into new elements to solve a prob- 
lem). Example: Finding the area of a triangle 
given the dimensions of two sides. 


Structure of Intellect. The complexity 
of thinking permits alternative descriptions 
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or what we call the structure of intellect or 
mental operations. A model of multiple cog- 
nitive factors by J. P. Guilford classifies 
mental abilities three-dimensionally.” It 
comprises: 


І. Operations: mental operations dealing with 
the processing of certain content. 

a. Evaluation (making assessments or deci- 
sions) 

b. Convergent thinking (generating rela- 
tionships and analogies) 

с. Divergent thinking (creative thinking 
and production) 

4. Memory (remembering of knowledge) 

e. Cognition (knowledge) 

2. Products: mental operations related to the 
application of operations to content. 

a. Units (comprehending figural, sym- 
bolic, and semantic data) 

b. Classes (classifying units) 

с. Relations (perceiving connections be- 
tween items) 

d. Systems (a coherent body of knowledge) 

е. Transformations (changes іп preexist- 
ing data) 

Е. Implications (association of previously 
unrelated items) 

3. Contents: mental operations confined to in- 
formation and comprehension. 

a. Figural (material perceived by the 
senses) 

b. Symbolic (letters and digits organized in 
a general system—that is, an alphabet or 
number system) 

с. Semantic (a form of ideas or verbal 
meanings) 

d. Behavioral content (social intelligence 
or understanding of oneself and others) 


These three dimensions, represented 
graphically in Figure 4-2 by a 5Х 6Х 4 geo- 
metric model of five operations, six prod- 
ucts, and four contents, yield 120 cells or 
distinct mental abilities. By 1985, more than 
one hundred abilities had been recognized 
and separated by factor analysis. Guilford 
concluded that the vacant cells indicate un- 
covered mental abilities. It is possible, how- 
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ever, that our cognitive tests do not measure 
the other mental operations or that such 
abilities do not exist. The Guilford model is 
highly abstract and theoretical and involves 
administering and grading many extra tests. 
Rather than a single index of 10 (or of apti- 
tude) we are required to report several 
scores. Thus, the theoretical issues sur- 
rounding intelligence and cognitive opera- 
tions take on added complexity. The model 
of 120 specific abilities requires curriculum 
specialists, test specialists, and learning the- 
orists to consider multiple thinking proc- 
esses, as well as a three-dimensional model 
for learning with several categories under 
each dimension. 


Problem Solving/Creative Thinking. 


Since the Sputnik era, many curriculum 
theorists have renewed their examination of 
various aspects of problem solving and crea- 
tive thinking. The common belief is that 
these methods of thinking constitute a 
highly sophisticated form of processing in- 
formation. Some curricularists, especially 
those who talk about the structure of disci- 
plines, feel they are complementary: Stu- 
dents must be given supportive conditions 


FIGURE 4-2 The Structure of 
Intellect 

Source: From J. P. Guilford, The 
Nature of Human Intelligence 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), 
p. i. 


in which they can develop different forms 
of creativity, but at the same time they must 
be held responsible for confirming or 
disproving the value or correctness of their 
assumptions. Problem-solving procedures 
are their means of doing so, for they do not 
lead to creative discovery, but rather they 
establish the validity of the discoveries. In 
this context problem solving and creative 
thinking are considered methods of inquiry 
conducive of scholars and scientists.” 

An opposing view is that problem solving 
(in the past referred to as reflective thinking 
and today called critical thinking) is based 
on inductive thinking, analytical ргосе- 
dures, and convergent processes. Creative 
thinking, which includes intuitiveness and 
discovery, is based on deductive thinking, 
originality, and divergent processes. Problem 
solving, in this second view, is conducive to 
rational and scientific thinking and is the 
method of arriving at a solution to a task or to 
a correct answer, whereas creativity is con- 
ducive to artistic and literary thinking and is 
a quality of thought. There is no right solu- 
tion or answer when creativity is the goal. 

Actually, problem solving and creativity 
may or may not go hand in hand. Some pe 
ple perform well on problems without being 


creative, and others can be highly creative 
but do poorly in problem-solving tasks. But 
the fact that we can distinguish between 
both thinking processes does not necessarily 
suggest that they are mutually independent 
of each other; research does suggest that a 
creative individual is just as likely or unlikely 
to be a good problem solver, and, in reverse, 
that a good problem solver may or may not 
be creative.” 2 

Perhaps the most important thing to note 
is that these complex cognitive tasks should 
be taught as generic skills and principles— 
relevant for all subject matter. The idea is to 
develop metacognitive strategies which stu- 
dents can transfer to many curriculum areas 
and content materials, as opposed to repeat- 
ing the mistakes of an earlier period 
whereby experts claimed that each disci- 
pline had its own structure and thinking 
manner. The need is to develop reflective- 
thinking, critical-thinking, intuitive-think- 
ing, and discovery-thinking strategies which 
fit a wide variety of course and content situ- 
ations, not for mathematicians or historians 
to claim their own metacognitive strategies. 


Reflective Thinking. Problem solving 
played a major role in Dewey's overall con- 
cept of education. Dewey not only believed 
that problem-solving activities in school de- 
veloped intelligence and social growth, but 
also that the skills developed in problem 
solving could be transferred to resolving ev- 
eryday problems of society. Dewey's concept 
of problem solving is rooted in his idea of 
the scientific method and has become a clas- 
sic model: 


1. Becoming aware of a difficulty (or a felt 
difficulty). 

2. Identifying the problem. 

3. Assembling and classifying data and formu- 
lating hypotheses. 

4. Accepting or rejecting the tentative hypo- 
theses, 


5. Formulating conclusions апа evaluating 
ет,“ 


Dewey's problem-solving method encour- 
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ages systemic interpretation of everyday ex- 
periences through the reasoning process. 
This method coincides with his strong belief 
in a science of education (see Chapter 3). 
Because Dewey considers that the chief 
function of the school is to improve the rea- 
soning process, he recommends adapting 
this problem-solving method to other sub- 
jects at all levels. Problems selected for study 
should be derived from student interests, 
for a student who is not motivated will not 
really perceive a problem. 

Others, however, criticize the problem- 
solving method as producing the miscon- 
ception that scientists have a be-all and end- 
all formula for finding answers to practical 
problems. James Conant, for example, 
defines the problem-solving approach as a 
series of six steps that can be used both by 
experimental scientists in the laboratory and 
by laypersons confronted with everyday sit- 
uations that need to be solved: 


1. Recognizing a problem and formulating ob- 
jectives. 

2. Collecting relevant information. 

3. Formulating an hypothesis. 

4. Deducing from the hypothesis. 

5. Using tests by actual trial. 

6. Depending on the outcome, accepting, mod- 
ifying, or discarding the hypothesis.” 


Conant believes that problem solving is not 
enhanced by science. The scientific method 
is not readily applied to everyday problems, 
he claims; rather, science has simply bor- 
rowed the method of testing hypotheses 
from the practical person. Whereas Dewey's 
model, developed for all disciplines, in- 
volved social problem solving, Conant’s 
model was used by the advocates of science 
and math (not social thinking) during the 
Sputnik era. The predominant notion then 
was that each discipline had its own method 
of problem solving. 

Both models, and their derivatives, are 
considered by some researchers to be in- 
complete. First, the analysis occurs after the 
person has solved the problem. Second, the 
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models ignore intuition, insight, and ideas 
that are nonlogical and perhaps even 
personal—in short, procedures that cannot 
be easily observed or tested but that are 
sometimes used successfully in problem 
solving. Present theories of cognitive proc- 
esses suggest that logical and observable 
steps are not always used in problem 
solving, nor are the steps always related. 
Finally, different problem-solving tech- 
niques are used for different subjects or dis- 
ciplines and different grade levels. Presum- 
ably, they have common features, but they 
also involve specific variance. 


Critical Thinking. Critical thinking and 
thinking skills are the terms used today to 
connote problem solving. This old idea un- 
der a new label is endorsed by the out- 
pouring of articles in the professional litera- 
ture, by a host of conferences and reports 
on the subject, and by the majority of states’ 
taking steps to bolster critical thinking for 
all students. 

Although several teaching procedures, 
teacher-training programs, and taxonomies 
of critical thinking ћауе surfaced in recent 
years, the latest opinion is that critical think- 
ing is a form of intelligence that can be 
taught (it is not a fixed entity). The leading 
proponents of this school are Matthew 
Lipman and Robert Sternberg. Lipman 
seeks to foster thirty critical skills, generally 
designed for elementary school grades. Stu- 
dents are encouraged to develop, for exam- 
ple: (1) concepts; (2) generalizations; (3) 
cause-effect relationships; (4) allogistic in- 
ferences; (5) consistencies and contradic- 
tions; (6) analogies; (7) part-whole and 
whole-part connections; (8) problem formu- 
lations; (9) reversibility of logical state- 
ments; and (10) applications of principles to 
real-life situations,” 

In a series of texts, called Philosophy for 
Children, Lipman outlines a strategy for 
teaching critical thinking. Children spend a 
considerable portion of their time thinking 
about thinking, and about ways in which ef- 
fective thinking is distinguished from inef- 


fective thinking. After reading the stories in 
the text, children engage in classroom 
discussions and exercises that encourage 
them to adapt the thinking process depicted 
in the stories. The assumption behind 
Lipman’s program is that children are by 
nature interested in such philosophical is- 
sues as truth, fairness, and personal iden- 
tity. Children can and should learn to think 
for themselves, to explore alternatives to 
their own viewpoints, to consider evidence, 
and to make distinctions and draw conclu- 
sions.” 

Sternberg seeks to foster many of the 
same intellectual skills, listed in Table 4-1, 
albeit in a very different way. He points out 
three mental processes that enhance critical 
thinking: (1) meta components—high order 
mental processes used to plan what we are 
going to do, monitor what we are doing, and 
evaluate what we are doing; (2) performance 
components—the actual steps or strategies we 
take; and (3) knowledge-acquisition compo- 
nents—processes used to relate old material 
to new material and to apply and use new 
material." Sternberg does not outline a 
“how” approach like Lipman; rather, he 
outlines general guidelines for developing 
and/or selecting a program. 

Note that some educators, including most 
phenomenologists and humanistic theorists, 
contend that teaching a person to think is 
like teaching someone to swing a golf club 
or tennis racket; it involves a holistic ap- 
proach, not a piecemeal effort, as implied by 
Lipman and Sternberg. “Trying to break 
thinking skills into discrete units may be 
helpful for diagnostic proposals,” according 
to two critics, “but it does not seem to be the 
right way to move in the teaching of such 
skills.” Critical thinking is too complex of a 
mental operation to divide into small proc- 
esses; the approach depends on “a student's 
total intellectual functioning, not on a set of 
narrowly defined skills.” 

Perhaps the major criticism has been 
raised by the method’s own proponent. 
Sternberg cautions that the kinds of critical 
thinking skills we stress in school, and the 
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TABLE 4-1 Principal Thinking Skills Underlying Intelligent Behavior 


1. Recognizing and defining the nature of a problem 
9. Deciding upon the processes needed to solve the problem 
3. Sequencing the processes into an optimal strategy 


4. Deciding upon how to represent problem information 

5, Allocating mental and physical resources to the problem 

б. Monitoring and evaluating one’s solution processing 

7. Responding adequately to external feedback 

8, Encoding stimulus elements effectively 

9. Inferring relations between stimulus elements 

10. Mapping relations between relations 

11. Applying old relations to new situations 

12, Comparing stimulus elements 

13. Responding effectively to novel kinds of tasks and situations 

14, Effectively automatizing information processing 

15. Adapting effectively to the environment in which one resides 

16, Selecting environments as needed to achieve a better fit of one’s abilities and 
interests to the environment 

17. Shaping environments so as to increase one’s effective utilization of one's abilities 
and interests 


Source; From Robert J. Sternberg, “How Can We Teach Intelligence?” Educational Leader- 
ship (September 1984), р. 40. Reprinted with permission of the Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development and Robert J. Sternberg. Copyright (c) 1984 by the Associa- 


tion for Supervision and Curriculum Development. All rights reserved. 


way we teach them, “inadequately prepares 
students for the kinds of problems they will 
face in everyday life.” We believe that be- 
cause our critical skill programs stress 
“right” answers and “objectively scorable” 
test items, they are removed from real- 
world relevance. Most problems in real life 
have social, economic, and psychological im- 
plications, They involve interpersonal rela- 
tions and judgments about people, personal 
Stress and crisis, and dilemmas involving 
choice, responsibility, and survival. How we 
deal with illness, aging, or death (someone 
else's or even our own eventual demise), or 
with simple things like starting new jobs or 
meeting new people, has little to do with the 
way we think in class or on critical thinking 
tests. But they are important matters. By 
Stressing cognitive skills in classrooms and 
schools, we ignore the realities and milieu of 
life. Except for college, being an A student 
or good problem solver in school guarantees 
us very little in real life. 


Creative Thinking. Standardized tests 
do not always accurately measure creativity; 
in fact, we have difficulty agreeing on what 


creativity is and who is creative. There are 
many types of creativity—artistic, musical, 
scientific, manual, and so on—yet we tend to 
talk about creativity as an all-encompassing 
term. Creative students are often puzzling 
to teachers. They are difficult to character- 
ize; their novel answers frequently seem 
threatening to teachers, and their behavior 
often deviates from what is considered “nor- 
mal.” Sometimes, teachers discourage 
creativity and punish creative students. Cur- 
riculum specialists also tend to ignore them 
in their curriculum plans (subject matter or 
course descriptions, subject guides, and sub- 
ject materials and activities), because they 
represent only a small proportion (about 2 
to 5 percent, depending on the definition) 
of the student population. Also, curriculum 
specialists have little money earmarked to 
support special programs and personnel for 
these students. Frequently, educators lump 
creative children in with highly intelligent 
or gifted children, even though high intelli- 
gence and high creativity are not necessarily 
related; and there are many types of crea- 
tive children. 

In a cross-cultural study, E. P. Torrance 
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used sixty-two statements to investigate ele- 
mentary and secondary teachers’ ratings of 
the “ideal” creative personality. From 
ninety-five to 375 teachers in each of the fol- 
lowing countries were sampled: United 
States, Germany, India, Greece, and the 
Philippines. 

Table 4-2 indicates some of the cultural 
values that encourage and discourage 
creativity. For example, the United States 
and Germany (technologically developed 
countries) both encourage independent 
thinking, industriousness, and curiosity; 
these traits do not appear important in the 
less developed countries. Greece and the 
Philippines reward remembering, which 
connotes convergent thinking, but many 
American researchers consider this type of 
thinking anticreative. Teachers in all the 
countries, especially the less developed 
ones, stress that being well-liked, consider- 
ate of others, and obedient are important 
ideals. 

There is little agreement on a definition 
of creativity except that all believe it repre- 


sents a quality of mind: It comprises both a 
cognitive and humanistic component in 
learning; although no one agrees upon an 
exact mix, it is probably more cognitive than 
humanistic. According to Carl Rogers, the 
essence of creativity is its novelty, and, 
hence, we have no standard by which to 
judge it. In fact, the more original the prod- 
uct, the more likely it is to be judged by con- 
temporaries as foolish or evil.“ The individ- 
ual creates primarily because creating is 
self-satisfying and because the behavior or 
product is self-actualizing. (This is the hu- 
manistic side of creativity, even though the 
process and intellect involved in creating are 
cognitive in nature). Eric Fromm defines the 
creative attitude as (1) the willingness to be 
puzzled—to orient oneself to something 
new without frustration; (2) the ability to 
concentrate; (3) the ability to experience 
oneself as a true originator of one’s acts; and 
(4) the willingness to accept conflict and ten- 
sion caused by the climate of opinion or lack 
of tolerance for creative ideas.” 

For teachers the definition of creativity 


TABLE 4-2 Selected Characteristics of an “Ideal” Creative Personality as Rated by Teachers о! 


Different Cultures 


United States Germany India Greece Philippines 

Independent Sincerity Curiosity Energetic Industriousness 
thinking 

Curiosity Sense of humor Obedience Strives for Obedience 


distant goals 


Sense of humor Industriousness Does work on Thoroughness Courtesy 
Consideration of Ind а ба | 
nsideration о! ndependent Courtes; іпсегі га 
others thinking у Sincerity Health 
ndustriousness Willingness to Health Nonconforming Consideration of 
attempt difficult others 
ii 3. tasks 6 
РЕНЕ to Independent Self-confidence Remembers Does work on 
wo ers’ ideas judgment well time 
See Соповну Self-starting Health Self-confidence 
Sincerity g se НА Industriousness Altruism Remembering well 
еа! Affectionateness Self-confidence Willingness to 
accept є 
judgments of 
Thor Ви authorities 
oughness Adventurousness Determination Courtesy Affectionateness 


Source: From E. Paul Torrance, Rewarding Creative Behavior: Experiments in Classroom Creativity, 1965, p. 228. Re 


printed by permission of Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 


New Jersey. 


comes down to how new ideas have their or- 
igin. We are dealing with both logical and 
observable processes and unconscious and 
unrecognizable processes. The latter proc- 
esses give teachers trouble in the classroom, 
and sometimes lead to misunderstanding 
between teachers and creative students. For 
some students the methods of Edison and 
Einstein seem appropriate—theoretical, de- 
ductive, and developmental. For others, 
creativity may correspond more closely to 
the insights апа originality of Kafka, 
Picasso, Bob Dylan, or Michael Jackson. Be- 
cause few curriculum specialists think like 
the Edison or Kafka groups, there is a void, 
areal lack of attention to these students in 
our curriculum literature. 


Intuitive Thinking. Intuitive thinking is 
not new. But this thinking process was ei- 
ther discouraged, because traditional peda- 
gogical practices relied instead on facts and 
rote, or ignored, because it was difficult to 
define and measure. Bruner popularized 
the idea in his book about the Process of Edu- 
cation. The good thinker not only has knowl- 
edge, but also an intuitive grasp of the sub- 
ject. Intuitive thinking is part of a process of 
discovery that is similar to the scholar- 
specialist's engaging in hunches, playing 
with ideas, and understanding relationships 
so that he or she can make discoveries or 
add to the storehouse of new knowledge. 

The following explanation by Bruner is a 
good description of how some people work 
with intuitive thinking: 


Intuitive thinking characteristically does not ad- 
vance in careful, well-defined steps. Indeed, it 
tends to involve maneuvers based seemingly on 
implicit perception of the total problem. The 
thinker arrives at an answer, which may be right 
or wrong, with little, if any, awareness of the 
process by which he reached it. He rarely can 
provide an adequate account of how he obtained 
his answer, and he may be unaware of just what 
aspects of the problem situation he was re- 
sponding to. Usually intuitive thinking rests on 
familiarity with the domain of knowledge in- 
volved and with its structure, which makes it pos- 


Psychological Foundations of Curriculum 101 
sible for the thinker to leap about skipping steps 
and employing short cuts in a manner that re- 
quires later rechecking of conclusions by more 
analytical means." 


This has very little to do with a conver- 
gent or step-by-step approach. It speaks of 
the revelation of discovery—the “sheer 
knowing the stuff'—but coupled with the 
ability to put knowledge to use and to find 
new ways in which to fit things together. Ac- 
cording to this interpretation, problem 
solving and free discovery come together; 
knowledge is dynamic, built around the 
process of discovery, without precise steps 
or rules to follow. 


Discovery Learning. Since the Sputnik 
era, the inquiry-discovery method has been 
examined in conjunction with the discipline- 
centered curriculum—as a unifying element 
related to the knowledge and methodology 
of a domain of study. Taba, Bruner, Phenix, 
and Inlow were products of this ега" (the 
latter's influence on curriculum planning 
and instructional methods is underrated 
and almost ignored by present curricular- 
ists). Taba was influenced by Bruner, Phe- 
nix was to a lesser extent influenced by both 
of them, and Inlow was influenced by all 
three. (Their respective books, including 
the content and citations, illustrate these re- 
lationships.) All four educators were more 
concerned about how we think than with 
what we think or what knowledge we pos- 
sess. 

Although Bruner went to great lengths to 
fuse the inquiry-discovery methods in the 
sciences and mathematics, Phenix, Taba, 
and Inlow claimed that the discovery 
method was separate from inquiry and that 
both methods of thinking cut across all sub- 
jects (not just science and math). Phenix, for 
example, proposed that discovery was a 
form of inquiry that dealt with new knowl- 
edge, hypothesis, and hunches. Most of his 
efforts were spent defining inquiry, which 
he claimed was the method of deriving, 
organizing, analyzing, and evaluating 
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knowledge (like problem solving). Inquiry 
was considered to bind together all the sepa- 
rate aspects of knowledge into a coherent 
discipline; it was viewed as more important 
than discovery. 

Taba and Inlow contrasted discovery 
learning with verbal and concrete learning. 
Most of traditional learning was described 
as a process of transmitting verbal and con- 
crete information to the learner; it was 
authority-centered, subject-centered, highly 
organized, also flexible and open. Discoy- 
ery, on the other hand, involved extensive 
exploration of the concrete at the elemen- 
tary level. For older students, according to 
Inlow, it involved “problem identification, 
data organization and application, postula- 
tion, ... evaluation апа generalization.”” 
For Taba, it meant “abstracting, deducing, 
comparing, contrasting, inferring, and 
contemplating." All of these discovery 
processes are rational and logical, and thus 
infer a problem-solving or convergent com- 
ponent. Inlow and Taba, however, were 
quick to point out that discovery also in- 
cluded divergent thinking and intuitiveness; 
Taba also added creativity and limitless 
learning to help define discovery. 

Bruner, who is well known for elaborat- 
ing the idea of discovery, defined it as the 
learning that takes place when students are 
not presented with subject matter in its final 
form, when subject matter is not organized 
by the teacher but by the students them- 
selves. Discovery is the formation of coding 
systems, whereby students discover relation- 
ships that exist among the data presented. 

The most obvious characteristic of dis- 
covery as a teaching technique is perhaps 
that after the initial stages it requires less 
teacher input or guidance than do other 
strategies. Discovery is, in fact, less teacher- 
centered than other approaches to learnin; М 
and students assume more responsibility for 
their own learning.” Recall the influence of 
Thorndike’s theory of transfer on Bruner. 
In order to be part of discovery, learning 
must be transferable. Increased transfera- 
bility is evidenced by what Bruner calls “in- 


tellectual potency”—an elusive term that in- 
fers a high degree of intelligence. Bruner 
also contends that discovery learning leads 
to greater skill acquisition in problem 
solving (in Bruner’s terms, a learner ac- 
quires the heuristics of discov ery) and mo- 
tivation (a shift from extrinsic to intrinsic re- 
ward). Successful discovery experiences 
make the learner more capable of discov- 
ering new experiences and more willing to 
learn for the sake of learning. 


Cognition and Curriculum. 


Most curriculum specialists, and learning 
theorists and teachers, tend to be cognitive- 
oriented, because: (1) the cognitive ap- 
proach constitutes a logical method for 
organizing and interpreting learning; (2) 
the approach is rooted in the tradition of 
subject matter; and (3) educators have been 
trained in cognitive approaches and better 
understand them. Even many contempo- 
rary behaviorists, as previously mentioned, 
incorporate cognitive processes in their the- 
ories of learning. Because learning in school 
involves cognitive processes, and because 
schools emphasize the cognitive domain of 
learning, it follows that most educators feel 
that learning is synonymous with cognitive- 
developmental theory. 

The teacher who has a structured style of 
teaching would prefer the problem-solving 
method, based on reflective thinking and/or 
the scientific method. Most curricularists 
tend to be cognitive-oriented in their ap- 
proach to learning, but we feel that this 
learning model is incomplete and that some- 
thing gets lost in its translation to the class- 
room. For example, we feel that many 
schools are not pleasant places for learners 
and that the “quality of life” in classrooms 
can be improved. 

We are reminded of John Goodlad’s de- 
Scription of schools. After visiting тоге 
than 1000 elementary and secondary 
schools, Goodlad concluded that most stu- 
dents are not engaged in problem-solving 
tasks, but passive-rote tasks, and that they 


are rarely asked to “initiate anything ...ог 
create their own products.”™ In short, real 
and meaningful learning rarely takes place 
in schools. Although Goodlad is a cognitive 
curricularist, he finds that the teaching- 
learning process boils down to teachers’ pre- 
dominantly talking and students’ mostly re- 
sponding to the teachers. The workbook 
and textbook are the main sources of in- 
struction; rarely are students permitted to 
talk to each other, and rarely do they be- 
come involved in problem-solving or crea- 
tive activities. According to Goodlad, much 
of the so-called learning theories and educa- 
tional reforms have been blunted at the 
classroom door. 

We are also influenced by John Holt, a 
humanistic and radical critic of schools.” 
Holt points out that the schooling process 
encourages producers (students who seek to 
please adults and find right answers, but 
who, if they fail to obtain the right answers, 
plunge into despair) and discourages think- 
ers (students who are not concerned with 
pleasing adults, who can grapple with ideas, 
cope with uncertainty, and solve problems 
under consideration). 

In a system run primarily on right an- 
swers, those who are thinkers find school an 
unpleasant place. Many students cannot 
bear to be wrong. They must be right; they 
wait for the magic words “right” or “wrong.” 
According to Holt, those who produce the 
right answers are relieved. Those who are 
wrong no longer want to think about the 
problem; they give up. When teachers ask 
questions and they do not know the right 
answers, they stall, make up excuses, and, in 
some cases, become “paralyzed” with fear. 
Thinkers, on the other hand, are curious, 
challenged by problems rather than frus- 
trated, and independent and inclined to 
tisk—so that they do not need teacher ap- 
proval. The trouble is, many teachers and 
schools do not know what to do with think- 
ers. 

Curriculum specialists must understand 
that school should be a place where students 
are not afraid of asking questions, not afraid 
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of being wrong, not afraid of not pleasing 
their teachers, and not afraid of taking cog- 
nitive risks and playing with ideas. With all 
our cognitive theory, we would expect stu- 
dents to want to learn and know how to 
learn, but we observe, both in the literature 
and in the real world of schools, that after a 
few years of school most students have to be 
cajoled to learn and have learned how not to 
learn. So-called “successful” students be- 
come cunning strategists in a game of beat- 
ing the system and figuring out the teacher. 
To be sure, schools should be more humane 
places where students can fulfill their hu- 
man potentials. With this in mind, we turn 
to humanistic learning. 


PHENOMENOLOGY/HUMANISTIC 
PSYCHOLOGY 


Traditional psychologists do not recognize 
phenomenology or humanistic psychology 
as a school of psychology, much less a wing 
or form of psychology. Their contention is 
that most psychologists are humanistic, be- 
cause they are concerned with people and 
with bettering society. Moreover, they claim 
that the label humanism should not be used 
as a mask for generalizations based on little 
knowledge and “soft” research.” Nonethe- 
less, a number of observers have viewed 
phenomenology, sometimes called human- 
istic psychology, as a “third force” learning 
theory—after behaviorism and cognitive de- 
velopment.” Phenomenology is sometimes 
considered a cognitive theory because it em- 
phasizes the total organism or person. The 
distinct difference between the cognitive 
and affective aspects of learning, however, 
have led us to separate these domains. 
The most obvious contrast with the 
mechanistic and deterministic view of be- 
haviorism is the phenomenological version 
of learning, illustrated by the individual's 
awareness that he or she is an “I” who has 
feelings and attitudes, who experiences 
stimuli, and who acts upon the environ- 
ment. We carry some sense of control and 
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freedom to produce certain conditions in 
our environment. When we speak of this 
awareness, we are speaking of the self. The 
study of immediate experiences as one's re- 
ality is called “phenomenology” and is 
influenced by, and perhaps even based on, 
an existentialist philosophy. Most phenom- 
enological ideas are derived from and for 
clinical settings; nevertheless, educators are 
becoming aware that they have implications 
for the classroom as well. 
Phenomenologists point out that the way 
we look at ourselves is basic for understand- 
ing our behavior, What we do, even to what 
extent we learn, is determined by our con- 
cepts of ourselves.” If someone thinks he ог 
she is Napoleon, he or she will act like Napo- 
leon, or at least convey his or her concept of 
Napoleon. If someone thinks he or she is 
dull or stupid, his or her cognitive perform- 
ance will be influenced by that self-concept. 


Gestalt Theory. 


Phenomenologist ideas are rooted in 
early field theories and field-ground ideas, 
which view the total organism in relation- 
ship to the environment, or what is called 
the “field,” and the learner’s perception of 
this environment and the personal meaning 
in a given situation. Learning must be ex- 
plained in terms of the “wholeness” of the 
problem. Human beings do not respond to 
isolated stimuli, but to an organization or 
pattern of stimuli, 

Field theories are derived from Gestalt 
psychology of the 1930s and 1940s. The 
German word Gestalt connotes shape, form, 
and configuration. In this context, various 
stimuli are perceived in relation to others 
within a field. What one perceives will deter- 
mine the meaning he or she gives to the 
field; likewise, one’s solutions to other prob- 
lems will depend on his or her recognition 
of relationships between individual stimuli 
and the whole.* This is considered the 
“field-ground” relationship, and how the in- 
dividual perceives this relationship deter- 
mines behavior. Perception alone is not a 


crucial factor in learning; rather, the crucial 
factor is structuring and restructuring the 
field relationships to form evolving pat- 
terns. 

On this basis, learning is complex and ab- 
stract. When confronted with a learning sit- 
uation, the learner analyzes the problem, 
discriminates between essential and nones- 
sential data, and perceives relationships. 
The environment is continuously changing, 
and thus the learner is continuously reor- 
ganizing his or her perceptions. In terms of 
teaching, learning is conceived as a selective 

rocess by the student. Curriculum special- 
ists must understand that learners will per- 
ceive something in relation to the whole; 
what they perceive and how they perceive it 
is related to their previous experiences. 


Maslow: Self-Actualizing Persons. 


Abraham Maslow, a well-known phe- 
nomenologist, has set forth a classic theory 
of human needs. Based on a hierarchy, and 
in order of importance, the needs are: 


1. Pyschological Needs. Those necessary to main- 
tain life: needs for food, water, oxygen, and 
rest, 

2. Safety Needs. Those necessary for routine and 
the avoidance of danger. 

3. Love and Belonging Needs. Those related to af- 
fectionate relations with people in general 
and to a place in the group. 

4. Esteem Needs. Those related to receiving rec- 
ognition as a worthwhile person. 

5. Self-Actualization Needs. Those related to be- 
coming the best person one can be, to de- 
velop one’s fullest potential. 

6. Knowing and Understanding Needs, Those 
more evident in persons of high intelligence 
than those of limited intelligence, a wanting 
to learn and organize intellectual relation- 
ships.” 


These needs have obvious implications 
for teaching and learning. A child whose ba- 
sic needs—say, love or esteem—are not 
filled will not be interested in acquiring 
knowledge of the world. The child’s goal 0 


satisfy the need for love or esteem takes pre- 
cedence over learning and directing his or 
her behavior. To some extent, Maslow’s 
ideas that have classroom implications are 
based on Pestalozzi and Froebel, who be- 
lieved in the importance of human emotions 
and a methodology based on love and trust. 

Maslow coined the term humanistic psy- 
chology, which stresses three major ргіпсі- 
ples: (1) centering attention on the experi- 
encing person, and thus focusing on 
experience as the primary phenomenon in 
learning; (2) emphasizing such human qual- 
ities as choice, creativity, values, and self- 
realization, as opposed to thinking about 
people in mechanistic (or behaviorist) terms 
and learning in cognitive terms; and (3) 
showing ultimate concern for the dignity 
and worth of people and an interest in the 
psychological development and human po- 
tential of learners as individuals.” 

The teacher's and curriculum maker's 
role in this scheme is to view the student as a 
whole person. The student is to be positive, 
purposeful, active, and involved in life ex- 
periences (not S-R or only cognitive experi- 
ences). Learning is to be a lifelong educa- 
tional process. Learning is experimental, its 
essence being freedom and its outcome full 
human potential and reform of society. 

The goal of education, for Maslow, is to 
produce a healthy and happy learner who 
can accomplish, grow, and actualize his or 
her human self. Self-actualization, and its 
attendant sense of fulfillment, is what the 
learner should strive for and what teachers 
should stress in the classroom situation. 
Self-actualizing people аге psychologically 
healthy and mature. Maslow characterized 
them as: (1) having an efficient perception 
of reality; (2) being at ease and comfortable 
with themselves and with others; (3) not 
overwhelmed with guilt, shame, or anxiety; 
(4) relatively spontaneous and natural; and 
(5) problem-centered rather than ego- 
centered.“ Rather than dealing with the 
scientific approach of isolating variables for 
research examination, as the behaviorists 
and cognition people do, Maslow preferred 
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to deal with the “whole person,” which ac- 
cordingly he referred to as a holistic ap- 
proach. This holistic approach guides 
Maslow’s followers—both curriculum work- 
ers and teachers. 


Rogers: Nondirective and Therapeutic 
Learning. 


Carl Rogers, perhaps the most noted 
phenomenologist, has established соцп- 
seling procedures and methods for facilitat- 
ing learning. His ideas are based on those of 
early field theorists and field-ground theo- 
ries; reality is based on what the individual 
learner perceives: “Man lives by a percep- 
tual ‘map’ which is not reality itself.” 

This concept of reality should make the 
teacher aware that the level and kind of re- 
sponse to a particular experience will differ 
among children. Children’s perceptions, 
which are highly individualistic, influence 
their learning and behavior in class—for ex- 
ample, whether they will see meaning or 
confusion in what is being taught. 

Rogers views therapy as a method of 
learning to be utilized by the curriculum 
worker and teacher. He believes that posi- 
tive human relationships enable people to 
grow; therefore, interpersonal relations 
among learners are just as important as cog- 
nitive scores. The teacher's role in nondi- 
rective teaching is that of a facilitator, very 
much like the existentialist teacher, who has 
close professional relationships with stu- 
dents and guides their human growth and 
development. In this role, the teacher helps 
students explore new ideas about their lives, 
their school work, their relations with oth- 
ers, and their interaction with society. The 
counseling method assumes that students 
are willing to be responsible for their own 
behavior and learning, that they can make 
intelligent choices, and that they can share 
ideas with the teacher and communicate 
honestly as people who are confronted with 
decisions about themselves and about life in 


general. | | 
The curriculum is concerned with proc- 
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ess, not products; personal needs, not sub- 
ject matter; psychological meaning, not cog- 
nitive scores; and changing environmental 
situations (in terms of space and time), not 
predetermined environments. Indeed, 
there must be freedom to learn, not restric- 
tions or preplanned activities. The psycho- 
logical and social conditions of the environ- 
ment limit or enhance a регзоп 5 field or life 
space. A psychological field or life space isa 
necessary consideration in the curriculum, 
and everything that is taking place in rela- 
tion to а specific learner at a given time gives 
meaning to the field and eventually to learn- 


ing. 


Value Clarification. 


Value clarification, sometimes called 
value building, is part of the teacher- 
learning process. Value clarificationists have 
a high regard for creativity, freedom, and 
self-realization. They prefer that learners 
explore their own preferences and make 
their own choices. 

The values a person holds depend on 
many factors, including environment, edu- 
cation, and personality. People often suffer 
from value confusion—whose symptoms are 
apathy, uncertainty, inconsistency, overcon- 
forming, or  overdissenting.* Value 
clarification is designed to help persons 
overcome value confusion and become 
more positive, purposeful, and productive, 
as well as to have better interpersonal rela- 
tions. 

In a popular text, Louis Raths and his 
colleagues outlined the process of valuing: 
(1) choosing freely ... ; (2) choosing from 
alternatives... ; (3) choosing thoughtfully 
++; (4) prizing and cherishing... ; (5) 
affirming . . . ; (6) acting upon choices . . . ; 
[and] (7) repeating . . . as a pattern of life.” 
They developed various dialogue strategies, 
writing strategies, discussion strategies, and 
activity strategies for teaching valuing on a 
how-to-do basis. Table 4-3 illustrates some 
dialogue strategies for the seven valuing 
processes. These are actually instructional 


TABLE 4-3 Clarifying Questions Suggested by 


the Seven Valuing Processes 
и 
1. Choosing freely 
a. Where do you suppose you first got the idea? 
b. How long have you felt that way? 
с. What would people say if you weren't to do 
what you say you must do? 
2. Choosing from alternatives 
a. What else did you consider before you 
picked this? . . . 
b. Are there reasons behind your choice? 
c. What choices did you reject before you 
settled on your present idea or action? .., 
3. Choosing thoughtfully 
a. What would be the consequences of each 
alternative available? 
b. What assumptions are involved in your 
choice? . .. 
с. Now if you do this, what will happen to 
that? .. . 
4. Prizing and cherishing 
a. Are you glad you feel that way? [Why?]... 
b. What purpose does it server 
с. In what way would life be different without 
it? 
5. Affirming 
a. Would you tell the class the way you feel 
some time? 
b. Would you be willing to sign a petition 
supporting that idea? . 
с. Should a person who believes (ће way you do 
speak out? . . . 
6. Acting upon choices 
a. Haye you examined the consequences of 
your act? ... 
b. Where will this lead you? How far are you 
willing to go? 
c. How has it already affected your life? 
7. Repeating 
а. What are your plans for doing more of i? 
b. Should you get other people interested and 
involved? ... 
с. How long do you think you will continue? 


Source: From Louis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin, and Sid- 
ney B. Simon, Values and Teaching, 2nd ed. (Columbus, 
Ohio: Merrill, 1978), pp. 64-65 


strategies to be recommenaed by the curric- 
ulum specialist and used by the teacher. 
It is possible to identify other ways of 
teaching valuing. The first is inculcation, 
teaching accepted values with the support of 
common law. Next is moral development, 
highlighting moral and ethical principles 
and application. Third is analysis of issues 
and situations involving values. Fourth 5 


clarification, the method Raths emphasizes. 
Finally, is action learning, trying and testing 
values in real-life situations.” In addition, 
the approaches used by Abraham Maslow 
and Carl Rogers may be described as evoca- 
tion, calling forth from the learner personal 
values and the ability to make choices and 
become self-actualizing. 

Although the stress is on attitudes and 
feelings, and on human processes, there is a 
cognitive component in value clarification, 
just as in the Taxonomy of Educational Objec- 
tives there are corresponding cognitive com- 
ponents within the affective domain of 
learning.” One must think, and engage іп 
various cognitive forms of analysis, synthe- 
sis, evaluation, and even problem solving, to 
engage in value clarification. The strategies 
for value clarification also involve what 
Raths calls “choosing” and “prizing,” or 
what we see as a stress on attitudes, feelings, 
aspirations, self-concept, _ interests—and 
these are not easy to quantify or measure. 


Phenomenology and Curriculum. 


Phenomenologists view the individual in 
relation to the field in which he or she oper- 
ates. But what determines behavior and 
learning is mainly psychological. The per- 
sonal experiences of the individual are ac- 
cessible to others only through inferences; 
thus such data are questionable in terms of 
scientific evidence. But to the phenomeno- 
logist, the raw data of personal experiences 
are vital to understand learning. Perhaps 
the data cannot be measured accurately, 
and perhaps they are vague, but they are 
“out there.” The definitions and the proc- 
esses are also subjective апа evaluative, 
rather than precise and substantive. Besides 
the concept of humanistic psychology, the 
Scope and subject matter are used synony- 
mously with many other concepts—includ- 
ing existentialist psychology, neoprogressiv- 
ism, creativity, love, higher consciousness, 
valuing, transcendentalism, psychological 
health, ego identity, psychoanalysis*— 
almost anything that suggests maximum 
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“self-fulfillment,” “self-actualization,” апа 
“self-realization.” 

Although this umbrella aspect of phe- 
nomenology makes it difficult to provide a 
clear, agreed-upon definition of the term, 
the same broadness makes the concept ac- 
ceptable to educational reformers of various 
psychological orientations. The fact that 
phenomenology means different things to 
different people is one reason for its easy ac- 
ceptance, but it is also a basis for criticism. 
Nonetheless, phenomenologists attempt to 
rescue learning theory from the narrow and 
rigid behaviorists and from overstress on 
cognitive processes. 


The Concept of Freedom. Phenomenol- 
ogists seek to understand what goes on in- 
side us—our needs, wants, desires, feelings, 
values, and ways of perceiving and under- 
standing. The idea of personal freedom is 
an important issue in phenomenology or 
humanistic psychology. We may not always 
use the freedom we have, or we may misuse 
it, but it is there. One of the early humanis- 
tic psychologists put it this way: “I think 
people have a great deal more freedom than 
they ever use, simply because they operate 
out of habits, prejudices, and stereotypes. 
...[T]hey have а lot more self-determin- 
ism than is reflected in the traditional. . . 
view of humans as reactive beings. . . . [W]e 
have more freedom than most of today’s 
psychology admits.” 

The idea of freedom is the essence of 
Roger’s thesis for learning. The more chil- 
dren and youth are aware of their freedom, 
the more opportunity they have to discover 
themselves and develop fully as people.” 
Freedom permits the learners to probe, ex- 
plore, and deepen their understanding of 
what they are studying. It permits them lati- 
tude to accomplish goals and find the fit be- 
tween goals and achievements and past 
learning and new learning—and the direc- 
tion these new meanings have for additional 
learning. Freedom broadens the learners’ 
knowledge of alternative ways of perceiving 
themselves and the environment.” 
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Freedom was the watchword of the radi- 
cal school, free school, and alternative 
school movements of the 1960s and 1970s.” 
These movements increase various possibili- 
ties for learning and schooling and for 
enhancing diverse school environments that 
match the diversity of the needs, feelings, 
attitudes, and abilities of learners. The free 
school, alternative school, and radical school 
movements basically overlap; they were 
fueled by child-centered education and hu- 
manistic psychology. Even though they pro- 
tested against established teaching and 
school practices, and knew they were against 
traditional education, they were never able 
to develop a constructive, detailed plan for 
reform. 

Unquestionably, curricularists must en- 
hance students’ opportunities and alterna- 
tives for learning without lessening the 
teachers’ authority. They need to find the 
“golden mean”: student freedom without li- 
cense and teacher authority without 
control—a very elusive ideal. The idea is to 
design a curriculum that helps learners real- 
ize their fullest potential in a behavioral, 
cognitive, and humanistic sphere of learn- 


ing. 


In Search of a Curriculum. Because 
each individual has specific needs and inter- 
ests related to his or her self-fulfillment and 
self-realization, there is no generally pre- 
scribed humanistic curriculum. Rather, the 
learners draw on those experiences, subject 
matter, and intellectual skills necessary to at- 
tain full potential. The humanities and arts, 
especially philosophy, psychology, and aes- 
thetics, would be appropriate content be- 
cause they further introspection, reflection, 
and creativity. A curriculum of affect, one 
that stresses attitudes and feelings, would 
also be acceptable. Math and science would 
be considered unnecessary. Appropriate la- 
bels might be “relevant curriculum,” “hu- 
manistic curriculum,” “value-laden curricu- 
lum,” or “existentialist curriculum.” 

Should the student reject the teacher’s in- 
terpretation of subject matter, it is the stu- 
dent’s right to do so. It is more important 


that the student-teacher relationship be 
based on trust and honesty, so that the stu- 
dent knows when the teacher's ideas of a 
subject are wise and deserve respect. Stu- 
dent choice would be crucial—the power to 
decide what to do and how to do it, a sense 
of control over one’s ideas and work. School 
routine and rules would be minimal; learn- 
ers would be left alone to do what they want 
to do, as long as it does not harm anyone or 
present a potential danger. Frequent evalu- 
ation, criticism, and competition would not 
be considered conducive to learning. The 
essence of many recent instructional 
trends—such as academic time, direct in- 
struction, and mastery learning (which 
stress prescribed behaviors and tasks, well- 
defined procedures and outcomes, constant 
drill and testing) would be rejected as nar- 
row, rigid, and high pressured. 

Most reconceptualists would accept the 
phenomenologist-humanistic interpretation 
of learning because both these curricularists 
and learning theorists value the uniqueness 
of human personality and classrooms char- 
acterized by freedom, an existential educa- 
tional experience, and subjects in the hu- 
manities and arts—not the hard sciences. 
Reconceptualists tend to approve this learn- 
ing theory because it rejects the rational 
means-ends approach, the same processes 
that the traditional or hard curricularists 
follow.” Instead of presenting empirical 
data to justify the means, phenomenologists 
and reconceptualists rely on psychological 
and philosophical positions for validating 
ends proposed. 

A drawback to the phenomenologist- 
humanistic theories is their lack of attention 
to cognitive learning. When asked to judge 
the effectiveness of their curriculum, both 
phenomenologists and humanists (like 
reconceptualists) rely on testimonials and 
subjective assessments by students and 
teachers. They may also present such mate- 
rials as students’ paintings, poems, inter- 
views, reports, biographies, and projects, ог 
talk about improvement in student behavior 
and attitudes.” They present very little em- 
pirical evidence or student achievement 


scores, however, to support their stance. 
Moreover, phenomenologists are not in 
agreement about how to teach self-actualiza- 
tion, self-determination, human striving, 
and so on, or about how to determine what 
subject matter is worthwhile, how to mesh 
the paintings, poems, and personal biogra- 
phies with learning outcomes, and how to 
test or confirm many of their ideas. 

There is great need to examine and con- 
struct а relevant, humanistic curriculum, 
and to enhance the self-actualizing, self- 
determining learning processes. However, 
until the just-described issues are resolved 
we shall continue to flounder in the phe- 
nomenologist area of learning. Those who 
trust the behavioral or cognitive-develop- 
mental process in teaching and learning, or 
the traditional or scientific spirit in curricu- 
lum making, will continue to distrust the 
“third force” in psychology and the “soft” 
approach to curriculum. Humanistic learn- 
ing may enhance the mental health of the 
learners, personal feelings between students 
and teachers, and human awareness among 
students, teachers, and curriculum special- 
ists. Sadly, however, their processes rely 
mainly on personal experiences and subjec- 
tive interpretations that leave them open to 
criticism by traditional educators, including 
the majority of psychologists and curricu- 
lum specialists (who are either behaviorist or 
cognitive-oriented). 


CONCLUSION 


Psychology has had significant impact on 
curriculum, especially in recent years. This 
chapter has focused on learning—one of the 
Major components of curriculum. Other as- 
pects of psychology and curriculum are dis- 
Cussed in other parts of the book. As indica- 
ted in our discussion, as well as in Table 4-4, 
Which serves as an overview of the chapter, 
learning can be examined in terms of three 
Major theories: behaviorism, cognitive de- 
velopment, and phenomenology. 
Behaviorism is the oldest theory of learn- 
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ing, and its continued popularity is illus- 
trated by such teaching-learning trends as 
micro teaching, instructional training mod- 
els, individualized learning, direct instruc- 
tion, mastery learning, and so on. We ex- 
plored the difference between classical and 
operant conditioning; traditional behavior 
is related to elicited responses (a well- 
defined stimulus-response association) and 
operant behavior is related to emitted re- 
sponses (no well-defined stimulus-response 
association). 

Cognitive-developmental learning theory 
represents the second school of thought, 
which has developed rapidly in the last 
twenty or thirty years. This corresponds 
with the increasing influence of Piaget 
among American psychologists, and the 
growing acceptance of environment (as op- 
posed to heredity) as an explanation of cog- 
nitive growth and development. Cognitive 
learning theory is conducive for explaining 
various levels of thinking among humans, 
including concept thinking, problem 
solving, and creativity. Most learning theo- 
rists today are cognition-oriented. 

Phenomenology or humanistic psychol- 
ogy can be considered the third and most 
recent learning theory. Its emphasis is on at- 
titudes and feelings, self-actualization, free- 
dom to learn, and value clarification; it over- 
laps with existentialist philosophy. 

Most textbook writers, including the au- 
thors of this text, are cognition-oriented (by 
virtue of textbook organization and discus- 
sion of subject matter). However, we pro- 
pose that the behaviorist component is 
needed for planning and developing curric- 
ulum. We also feel that the humanistic com- 
ponent of teaching and learning must also 
be incorporated into the curriculum—then 
into practice where it counts. We feel that 
each theory of learning is incomplete by it- 
self, but all three theories have something to 
contribute to explain various aspects of be- 
havior and learning in classrooms and 
schools. Readers should come to their own 
conclusions about what aspects of each 
theory they can use for their own teaching 
and curriculum development. 
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TABLE 4-4 Overview of Learning Theories and Principles 
Psychologist* Major Theory or Principle Definition or Explanation 


1. Thorndike Law of effect When a connection between ion and 
response is made, and it is accompanied by a 
satisfying state of affairs, that connection is 
strengthened; when accompanied by an 
annoying state of affairs, the connection is 
weakened. 

9. Рамоу-Мабоп Classical conditioning Whenever a response is closely followed by the 
reduction of a drive, a tendency will result for | 
the stimulus to evoke that reaction on 
subsequent occasions; association strength of 
the S-R bond depends on the conditioning of 
the response and stimulus. 

3. Skinner Operant conditioning In contrast to classical conditioning, no specific 
or identifiable stimulus consistently elicits 
operant behavior. Based on Thorndike's law 
of effect, operant conditioning means that if 
an operant response is followed by a 
reinforcing stimulus, the strength of the | 


response is increased. | 
4. Piaget Cognitive stages of Four cognitive stages form a sequence of 
development progressive mental operations; the stages are 


hierarchical and increasingly more complex. 
Assimilation, accommodation, The incorporation of new experiences, the 
and equilibration method of modifying new experiences to 
derive meaning, and the process of blending 
4 new experiences into a systematic whole. 

5. Gagné Levels of learning Eight types of learning are identified, from 
simple to complex, both behavioral and 
cognitive; they are based on orderly, 
prerequisite, and cumulative processes of 

И learning. | 
6. Guilford Structure of intellect Three major dimensions of thought—contents, 
operations, and products—each subdivided 
into several factors combine and interact to 
(j form 120 possible factors. 
Convergent-divergent thinking A qualitative method of thinking; the first | 
corresponds with problem solving, reflective 
thinking, and the scientific method; the | 
second corresponds with creative thinking, 
/ 75 intuitive thinking, and the artistic method. | 

s Dewey Reflective thinking Being in a ERTS sensing a problem, | 

clarifying it with information, working out 

suggested solutions, and testing the ideas by 
application. 


~ 


8. Lipman-Stern| iti inki i 
р berg Critical thinking Teaching students how to think, including _ | 
forming concepts, generalizations, cause-effect 
relationships, inferences, consistencies and 
у contradictions, ass ions, analogies, etc. 
9. Bruner-Phenix Structure of a subject accent panel 


The knowledge, concepts, and principles ofa 
subject; learning how things are related is 
learning the structure of a subject. 

A method or quality of thinking that uses а 
body of organized knowledge; the first 
method tends to be convergent and the 
second tends to be divergent. 


Inquiry-discovery method 
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Definition or Explanation 


Six human needs related to survival and 
psychological well-being; the needs are 
hierarchical and serve to direct behavior. 

Becoming a person means being open to 
experience, developing trust, and accepting 


Becoming a full person requires freedom to 
learn; the learner is encouraged to be open, 


TABLE 4-4 (Continued) 
Psychologist* Major Theory or Principle 
10. Maslow Human needs 
11. Rogers Becoming a person 
oneself. 
Freedom to learn 
self-trusting, and self-accepting. 
12. Raths Value clarification 


Analysis of personal preferences and moral 
issues to reveal or clarify one’s values—that is, 
beliefs, attitudes, and opinions. 


*The first three psychologists and their respective theories (or principles) are behaviorist; the next group, num- 
bers 4 to 9, are cognitive. However, some behaviorist principles are associated with Gagné. The last three psycholo- 
gists and (heir respective theories (or principles) are humanistic. 


„~ 
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chapter 5 


SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS 


Any discussion of curriculum should con- 
sider the social setting, especially the rela- 
tionship between schools and society and its 
influence on curriculum decisions. Social 
astuteness is essential for curriculum plan- 
ners and developers today. Curriculum de- 
cisions take place in a complex social setting, 
through demands that are imposed by soci- 
ety and that filter down to schools. Indeed, 
curriculum workers need to consider and 
use social foundations to plan and develop 
the curriculum. 

In many curriculum texts, a considera- 
tion of social foundations often leads to 
discussion of schools and society, as well as 
discussion of individual socialization, the so- 
cial implications of knowledge and change, 
and the aims of education. This chapter, 
too, deals with such social issues. The last 
two chapters of the book examine other 
social issues—for example, those with a re- 
constructionist flavor: Issues dealing with 
compensatory education, bilingual and mul- 
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ticultural education, sex education, educa- 
tion of the handicapped, global education, 
and futurism. 


SOCIETY, EDUCATION, 
AND SCHOOLING 


Education is neutral. It can be used for con- 
structive or destructive ends, to promote 
one type of political institution or ism or an- 
other. The kind of education our young re- 
ceive determines the quality of our society. 
The transmission of culture is the primary 
task of a society's educational system. The 
values, beliefs, and norms of a society аге 
maintained and passed to the next genera- 
tion not merely by teaching about them, but 
also by embodying them in the very орега- 
tion of the educational system. 

For Dewey, education is the means of 
perpetuating and improving society, by 
properly organizing the experiences of the 


learners. It is “a primary responsibility of 
educators . . . [to] be aware of the general 
principle of the shaping of actual experi- 
ences by environing conditions” and to un- 
derstand “what surroundings are conducive 
to having experiences that lead to growth.” 
For Dewey, experience must be channeled 
properly “for it influences the formation of 
attitudes of desire and purpose.” It is up to 
educators, particularly those in charge of 
subject matter, to judge which content and 
activities (or what Dewey calls “experi- 
ences”) enhance individual personal and so- 
cial growth and improve society and which 
do not (or what he calls “miseducative”). 

Most of us regard education as synony- 
mous with schooling. Actually, even a soci- 
ety that has no formal schools still educates 
its young through the family or special rit- 
ual and training. “Schooling plays a major 
role in education in modern industrial [soci- 
eties]”; it becomes more important as socie- 
ties become “more complex and as the fron- 
tiers of knowledge expand. In simple, 
nontechnological societies, almost everyone 
becomes proficient over the whole range of 
knowledge necessary for survival.” In 
technological societies “people acquire dif- 
ferent proficiencies and abilities; no individ- 
ual can range over the entire body of com- 
plex knowledge or expect to be proficient in 
all areas of learning.” 

In traditional and nonliterate societies, 
education is processed through ceremonies, 
Tituals, stories, observation and emulation 
of older children, parents and elders, and 
by strict enforcement of codes of conduct 
and behavior. In modern and technological 
Societies, the educational process starts at 
home but “school takes on greater impor- 
tance as the child becomes older.” The 
School is a vital institution “for helping the 
young acquire systematic knowledge,” 
inculcating them with the proper attitudes 
and values, and “bonding the gap between 
8enerations.” In contemporary society, the 
Mass media also play a major role in proc- 
essing knowledge and in “redefining values 
and ideas.” But it is the function of schools 
to serve a modern society by educating its 
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children and youth. The curriculum worker 
who helps determine the content, activities, 
and environment of education plays a major 
role in shaping and indirectly socializing 
students. 


Society and Modal Personality. 


When social scientists speak of modal 
personality, they do not mean that all mem- 
bers of a particular society are exactly alike. 
As Ruth Benedict wrote, “No culture yet ob- 
served has been able to eradicate the differ- 
ences in temperament of the persons who 
composed it.” However, members of a soci- 
ety do have much in common; they are 
nursed or fed on schedule, toilet trained a 
certain way, educated in similar fashion, 
marry one or several spouses, live by labor 
or perform common economic tasks, believe 
in one God or many deities. These shared 
experiences temper individual differences 
so that individuals behave in similar ways. 
According to Benedict, the norms of society 
govern interpersonal relations and produce 
a modal personality—that is, the attitudes, 
feelings, and behavior patterns most mem- 
bers of a society share. 

In a study of the American modal per- 
sonality, anthropologist Margaret Mead 
stressed that this is the land of unlimited op- 

rtunity. Whether or not this is true, the 
belief that anyone can become president, 
which is reinforced by our notion of equality 
of opportunity, places a heavy burden on 
most Americans.’ By implication, those who 
do not become president (or doctors, law- 
yers, engineers, or corporate executives) 
have shirked their “moral responsibility to 
succeed.” Most other people in the world 
blame poverty, fate, or the government for 
failure to succeed; Americans (except some 
minority groups) tend to blame themselves. 

Whereas European parents usually raise 
their children to carry on family traditions, 
first- and second-generation American par- 
ents want their children to leave home for 
better lives. Americans tend to evaluate 
their own self-worth according to how high 
they have climbed above their father’s status 
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and how they compare with their friends 
and neighbors. At no point do Americans 
feel they have truly “arrived”; the climb is 
endless, but within reach, and it is very 
much a part of our American value 
system—and the nature of our schools and 
the traditional curriculum. 


Sex Roles and Sex Differences. 


Not only does society demand conformity 
to its basic values and mores, it also assigns 
specific roles to each of its members, and it 
expects them to conform to certain estab- 
lished behavioral patterns. A good example 
of this type of socialization is sex roles—that 
is, the way boys and girls and men and 
women are “supposed” to act. Sex roles vary 
from culture to culture, but within a given 
culture they are rather well defined; more- 
over, they are enforced through an elabo- 
rate schedule of selective reinforcement. 
For example, preschool boys are ridiculed 
for playing with dolls, and girls are sup- 
posed to be “feminine.” 

Both male and female children initially 
identify with the mother, but boys must shift 
their original mother identifications to es- 
tablish masculine role identities. As this pe- 
riod begins, girls often have the same-sex 
parental models all day, but boys see their 
fathers only briefly.° Besides, fathers partici- 
pate in some feminine roles—that is, roles 
that until very recently have been defined in 
American society as feminine (washing 
dishes, cleaning)—so boys must distinguish 
masculine roles from the stereotypes spelled 
out for them by society through a system of 
reinforcements and rewards. As boys’ iden- 
tification with their mothers diminishes, it is 
gradually replaced by learned identification 
with a culturally defined masculine role. 
This is accomplished mainly through such 
negative admonishments as “Don’t be a 
sissy,” which do not even tell them what to 
do instead. 

_ Girls simply learn female identification as 
it is presented to them, partly through imi- 
tation and partly through the mothers’ 
reinforcing and rewarding selective behav- 


ior. Boys have the problem of making the 
proper sex-role identification in the partial 
absence of male models at home; this is even 
more difficult in female-headed households 
in which the father is completely absent (in- 
creasingly common today, among all social 
classes). Girls acquire a learning method 
that basically involves developing a personal 
relationship and identification with their 
mothers. By contrast, boys must define their 
goals, restructure some of their experiences, 
and abstract underlying principles. The re- 
sult is greater learning problems for boys 
and greater dependency on the part of girls. 

Schools are largely staffed by females, es- 
pecially at the elementary level, which is a 
critical period in child development. Schools 
are dominated by female norms of polite- 
ness, cleanliness, and obedience. The curric- 
ulum, tests, and classroom activities are 
female-oriented as well—safe, nice, antisep- 
tic. Schools frown on vulgar language and 
fighting; they suppress boys’ maleness and 
often do not permit action-oriented, tough 
sports. The disadvantages that boys find at 
home in developing masculine identities are 
sometimes compounded by the schooling 
process.’ 

Patricia Sexton presents controversial 
data showing that schools are feminizing in- 
stitutions that discriminate against males 
and subvert their identity.’ Her data show 
that approximately three out of four prob- 
lem students are boys, and that because 
teachers tend to fail problem students, ap- 
proximately two out of three students who 
fail are boys. Boys largely outnumber girls 
in school dropout rates, delinquent ђећау- 
iors, mental illness, and suicides. Маје зш- 
dents who are high achievers tend to be fat 
and flabby, especially at the elementary and 
junior high school level; those who gravitate 
to masculine activities, such as conflict sports 
and mechanics, tend to do poorly in aca- 
demic areas—and they are often at odds 
with their teachers, who are predominantly 
female (but they conflict with male teachers, 
too, who, by virtue of their role, tend to en- 
force feminized school norms). 

Although Sexton’s conclusions may be 


somewhat overgeneralized and extend be- 
yond her data, there is no question that girls 
receive higher grades throughout elemen- 
tary school, although the gap is gradually 
reduced in high school. More boys are non- 
readers; more boys fail; more boys are disci- 
plinary cases; more boys drop out of school; 
and more men than women are prisoners or 
have mental breakdowns. Men die younger, 
too. No doubt sex roles and sex differences 
in school are at least in part related to role 
expectations that are incorporated into the 
self-concept very early in life. 

The problem that Sexton analyzes is 
highlighted by the fact that, on the average, 
according to biochemical research, boys are 
more active than girls almost from the time 
they are born, and that this difference is re- 
lated, in turn, to hormone differences.’ 
Boys are at a particular disadvantage in ele- 
mentary school because they tend to learn 
through active manipulation of their envi- 
ronment (which schools tend to discourage), 
whereas girls tend to learn through verbal 
communication (which schools tend to 
stress). Writes one researcher, after a review 
of several studies: 


By the time they are five or six, [all] children 
in... classrooms [are] expected to behave like 
girls. The system requires children to remain at- 
tentive to one task and stay seated in one place 
for a considerable period of time. . . . They must 
·  „ persevere at tasks that are largely linguistic or 
symbolic in nature. Boys [usually] cannot sit still; 
they are distractible; they test the properties of 
objects. Such behavior interferes with the con- 
centration they need to read and write." 


Sex Differences in Achievement. By 
way of contrast, the problems that girls ex- 
perience in the schooling process generally 
reflect their socialization for dependency 
rather than aggressiveness. Until recently, 
most girls were not encouraged to prepare 
for high-status occupations in law, medi- 
cine, or business, or even for training be- 
yond high school. Instead they were ex- 
pected to prepare for roles as wives and 
homemakers." Except for a few occupa- 
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tions, such as teaching, social work, or nurs- 
ing (which have been classified as semipro- 
fessions), girls traditionally were not 
expected to enter fields that require college 
preparation. Further, the few professions 
into which women were channeled tended 
to have relatively low pay and low status. 

This socialization process was reinforced 
by the curriculum, which stereotyped 
women into “feminine” roles and “femi- 
nine” jobs. Textbooks also treated women as 
if they were invisible." Girls were not moti- 
vated to achieve much beyond high school 
or to acquire skills that might contribute to 
later success in the economy. Furthermore, 
differences in mathematics апа science 
scores between boys and girls in school were 
reinforced by schooling and socialization 
practices, which made females anxious and 
fearful not only of these courses, but of suc- 
cess in traditionally male activities and occu- 
pations as well. Some scholars have sup- 
ported these conclusions by arguing that sex 
differences in math and science achieve- 
ment, which usually are first evident in 
grade seven or eight, are largely a function 
of differential courses rather than the ina- 
bility of women to learn analytical or spatial 
skills. They argue that if female enrollment 
in mathematics and science could be in- 
creased, most of the sex differences in 
achievement would be eliminated." 

The explanation for differences in math 
scores may be more complicated, however. 
A recent study of 10,000 gifted and talented 
seventh and eighth graders showed that 
boys scored consistently higher in math 
problems, even though the boys and girls in 
the survey had had essentially the same 
mathematical experiences іп school." The 
implications of the data are numerous: (1) 
ability may influence the kinds of courses 
students select, not the other way around; 
(2) sexism and sex stereotyping may not eas- 
ily overcome other environmental influen- 
ces (such as similar formal education); and 
(3) girls may have less innate math reason- 
ing abilities than boys (which is not easy to 
accept). However, other researchers would 
merely conclude that sex-role limitations 
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and stereotyping hamper the development 
of girls’ mathematical abilities. 


SOCIAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL 
THEORIES 


A number of theories have been originated 
that focus on global aspects of human 
growth and development. Because they em- 
phasize the study of behavior as a totality, 
starting with infancy, in a sense they com- 
bine Gestalt psychology with socialization. 
Developmental theories address the cumu- 
lative effects of change that occur as a conse- 
quence of learning or failing to learn appro- 
priate tasks during the critical stages of life. 
Failure to learn an appropriate task at a 
given stage of development tends to have 
detrimental effects on the developmental 
sequence that follows. 

Development proceeds through a rather 
fixed sequence of relatively continuous 
stages, and it is assumed that maturation as 
well as appropriate societal experiences are 
necessary to move the individual from stage 
to stage. Shifts from one stage to the next 
are based not only on age but also on varia- 
tions in the amount and the quality of social 
experiences an individual accumulates over 
long spans of time. 


Human Tasks/Needs. 


Robert Havighurst has identified six peri- 
ods in human development: (1) infancy and 
early childhood; (2) middle childhood; (3) 
adolescence; (4) early adulthood; (5) middle 
age; and (6) late maturity. Developmental 
tasks are defined as “the tasks the individual 
must learn” for purposes of “healthy and 
satisfactory growth in our society.” They are 
what a person must learn if he or she is to be 
judged and to judge him- or herself to be a 
reasonably happy and successful person. “A 
developmental task is a task that occurs at a 
certain stage or period in the life of that in- 
dividual. Successful achievement . . . leads 
to happiness and to success with later tasks, 
while failure leads to unhappiness, disap- 


proval by the society, and difficulty with 
later tasks.”"° 

An individual’s schooling is concerned 
with the developmental tasks of the second 
part of the first period and the next two pe- 
riods of life. The tasks are: 


1. Early Childhood 

a. Forming concepts and learning lan- 
guage to describe the social and physical 
reality. 

b. Getting ready to read. 

с. Learning to distinguish right from 
wrong and beginning to develop a con- 
science, 

2. Middle Childhood 

a. Learning physical skills necessary for 
ordinary games. 

b. Building wholesome attitudes toward 
oneself. 

с. Learning to get along with age-mates. 

d. Learning appropriate male and female 
roles. 

е. Developing fundamental skills in read- 
ing, writing, and mathematics. 

Е. Developing concepts for everyday liv- 
ing. 

g. Developing morality and a set of values. 

h. Achieving personal independence. 

і. Developing (democratic) attitudes to- 
ward social groups and institutions. 

3. Adolescence 

a. Achieving new and more mature rela- 
tions with age-mates of both sexes. 

b. Achieving a masculine or feminine 50- 
cial role. 

с. Accepting one’s physique and using the 
body effectively. 

d. Achieving emotional independence of 
parents and other adults. i 

e. Preparing for marriage and family life. 

f. Preparing for an economic career. 

g. Acquiring a set of values and an ethical 
system to guide behavior. 

h. Achieving socially responsible behav- 
ior.” 


Although the Havighurst model is the 
best known, other models have been pro- 
posed to deal with student or adolescent 
needs. Havighurst uses the term human in- 


stead of adolescent to connote a wider range 
of ages, and the term tasks instead of needs to 
suggest a solution, but the other models are 
just as comprehensive and balanced as 
Havighurst’s. For example, Harry Giles et 
al. outlined four “basic needs”—personal, 
social, civic, and economic—each of which 
has three to four subdivisions. Florence 
Stratemeyer and her colleagues categorized 
“ten areas of living” into three “life situa- 
tions”; В. Othanel Smith and his colleagues 
classified twenty-nine “adolescent needs” 
into six major social-personal classifica- 
tions,” and Henry Harap outlined thirty 
“life activities” needed for successful human 
development.” 

Different as these classification schemes 
are, they clearly show that many common 
topics of concern tend to be social in nature 
and to include environmental, moral, civic, 
psychological, physical, and productive (or 
economic) dimensions of learning. Actually, 
it may well be that, in principle, this degree 
of broad agreement is the best we can aim 
for in the interest of developing a student- 
needs approach. All the models consider the 
whole child as opposed to only cognitive 
learning, tend to stress achievement categor- 
ies—that is, tasks or needs—recognize the 
concept of readiness, and focus on the indi- 
vidual even though they do refer to social 
circumstances in which the person finds 
him- or herself. Whereas the Havighurst 
model professes to be developmental, and 
consists of a hierarchy of human needs 
called tasks, with no one curriculum empha- 
sis, the other models tend to be organized 
around equally important student or adoles- 
cent needs and developed in context with a 
core curriculum and a social-issues curricu- 
lum. This does not mean that these models 
cannot be used for ай curricula. Interest- 
ingly, all of the models can be used as a 
framework for a needs-assessment plan, dis- 
cussed in greater detail in Chapter 7. 

Note that the needs-assessment plan is basi- 
cally rooted in the student-needs or adolescent- 
needs approach of the 1940s and 1950s. The 
needs-assessment plan evolved during the 
mid-1970s, when the federal government 
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insisted that such a plan was required for 
federal funding. This requirement has 
filtered down to state and local guidelines 
and curriculum workers have adopted the 
idea. Whereas the student-needs approach 
focuses on the learner, a needs assessment 
may not always focus on the learner, al- 
though it often does. A needs assessment 
can include the needs of the professional 
staff, school, parents, and the community. 
The intent is to clarify the aims and goals of 
a school district; the assessment itself is con- 
ducted because school officials believe there 
is room for improvement. 


Moral Development. 


Any society depends on the presence of 
people who share its culture, who take active 
roles, who are tied together by a set of codes 
and laws that are in part determined by tra- 
dition, and who have a sense of morality and 
conscience.” Morality, in a practical sense, 
involves a strong social component, for what 
is considered morally right or wrong reflects 
the nature of a society—its customs, mores, 
and laws. How a person develops morally is 
partially, if not predominantly, based on the 
way he or she interacts with society—more 
precisely, on the social environment as well 
as the roles and responsibilities he or she 
learns and/or deems important via contact 
with people who are considered important. 
Although conscience and moral standards 
may start evolving in the preschool years, 
they do not begin to develop at a rapid rate 
until children are about 4. From about 4 to 6 
years, conscience in most children is con- 
fined less to specific behaviors; it begins 
to incorporate more generalized abstract 
standards, and it becomes determined less 
by external rewards or punishments and 
more by internal sanctions.” 

Jean Piaget’s theories of moral develop- 
ment were based on investigations that in- 
cluded Piaget’s questioning Swiss children 
about moral dilemmas and events in stories. 
For example, Piaget might have asked, 
“Why shouldn’t you cheat in a game?” 
Piaget’s observations suggested that from 
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ages 5 to 12 the child’s concept of justice 
passes from a rigid and inflexible notion of 
right and wrong, learned from his or her 
parents, to a sense of equity in moral judg- 
ments. Eventually, the concept takes into ac- 
count the specific situation or circumstances 
in which behavior has occurred." As the 
child becomes older, he or she becomes 
more flexible and realizes that there are ex- 
ceptions to the rule—that is, there are some 
circumstances under which lying may be 
justifiable. 

On the basis of numerous studies of these 
types, Piaget concluded: 


... there are three great periods in the develop- 
ment of the sense of justice in the child. One pe- 
riod, lasting up to age 7—8 during which justice is 
subordinated to adult authority; a period con- 
tained approximately between 8—11, and which is 
that of progressive equalitarianism; and finally 
during which purely equalitarian justice is tem- 
pered by consideration of equality.” 


More recently, Lawrence Kohlberg stud- 
ied the development of children’s moral 
standards and concluded that the way we 
think about moral issues is not simply a 
reflection of our society but is also based on 
stages of growth or age. Kohlberg outlined 
six developmental types of moral judgments 
grouped into three moral levels or stages, 
corresponding to Piaget’s cognitive stages of 
development: 


1. Preconventional Level. Children at this level 
have not yet developed a sense of right or 
wrong. The level is comprised of two types 
of children: (1) children who do as they are 
told because they fear punishment; and (2) 
children who realize that certain actions 
bring rewards. 

2. Conventional Level. At this level, children are 
concerned about what other people think of 
them. As a result, their behavior becomes 
largely other-directed. There are two types 
in this level: (3) children who seek their par- 
ents’ approval by being “nice”; and (4) chil- 
dren who begin thinking in terms of rules. 

3. Postconventional Level. Children’s morality is 
based on what other people feel or on their 
precepts of authority. This level also in- 


cludes two types: (5) children who are able to 
view morality in terms of contractual obliga- 
tions and democratically accepted laws; and 
(6) children who view morality in terms of in- 
dividual principles of conscience. 


Kohlberg and Piaget support the cogni- 
tive developmental view of morality—that 
is, there is a considerable amount of reason- 
ing in moral judgments and behavior— 
although they differ on specifics. Whereas 
Piaget stresses that there are very real dif- 
ferences in the way children think about 
morality at different ages, Kohlberg found 
considerable overlap at the various ages. 
Both also believe that social arrangements 
and society play a major role; however, 
Piaget gives maturation more emphasis. 
Kohlberg says: 


As opposed to Piaget's view, the data suggest that 
the “natural” aspects of moral development are 
continuous and a reaction to the whole social 
world rather than a product of a certain stage, а 
certain concept . . . or a certain type of social re- 
lations.” 


Existentialist educators, such as Maxine 
Greene and Van Cleve Mor view moral- 
ity as something beyond cognitive processes, 
akin to such social-psychological processes 
as personal sensitivity, feelings and open- 
ness to others, and aesthetic awareness.” 
One is free, but one’s freedom is essentially an 
inner matter involving awesome responsibility 
of choice operating within the medium of 
humankind and human awareness. Free- 
dom, responsibility, choice, and awareness 
all involve moral judgments, and are related 
to social standards and personal beliefs. 

Philip Phenix, a strict cognitive curricu- 
larist, also maintains that moral develop- 
ment combines social standards or norms 
with personal choices. Moral action presup- 
poses an “obligation of what is to be done 
... self determination... and freedom.’ 
Although ме can discern personal knowl- 
edge in our moral behavior, it is questiona- 
ble whether we can identify a subject matter 
or teach it. “By far the most significant 
sources of such influence are the laws and 


customs of society. ... Accepted social 
standards “may not always be right or good, 
but they do embody much well-tested moral 
wisdom.” 

Phenix outlines five basic moral tradi- 
tions that encompass the foundations of so- 
ciety and that, although he does not say so, 
could be taught as part of the learning proc- 
ess to guide moral behavior: (1) human 
rights, which suggest conditions of life that 
ought to prevail, such as trial by jury, free 
speech and religion, and so on; (2) sex and 
family relations, whereby sex and family 
codes are carefully considered; (3) social re- 
lationships within and among class, ethnic, 
racial, and religious groups; (4) economic 
matters dealing with property rights and the 
distribution of goods and services; and (5) 
political matters dealing with distributive 
justice and power. Again, these concerns are 
mainly sociological in nature and involve so- 
cial standards—various customs, mores, and 
laws. 

In the final analysis, “moral conduct can 
be taught and is continuously taught, not by 
experts who profess the subject of ethics [or 
knowledge of any subject], but by participa- 
tion in everyday life of society according to 
recognized standards of society.” Such 
learning connotes “ethical education,” in 
Phenix’s terms, not through formal school- 
ing, but engenerated by law, custom, and 
ritual. We can teach ethical theory in school, 
he maintains, and we can teach an array of 
standards (such as the Ten Commandments 
or the Golden Rule) to evaluate behavior, 
but an individual's final course of action is а 
matter of personal choice and is influenced 
by his or her view of what is right, good, or 
ideal. Phenix’s position is a social and exis- 
tentialist view of life—not cognitive. 

Curriculum specialists, who must view 
тога! development in conjunction with cog- 
nitive development, would probably feel 
more comfortable with Dewey's position. 
Dewey points out that subject matter has so- 
cial and moral worth, which should be inte- 
grated “under conditions where their social 
Significance is realized, [and] they feed 
moral interests and develop moral in- 
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sight.”” But the actual decisions and behav- 
iors related to morality involve social growth 
and social experiences, according to Dewey, 
which schools can help shape. He uses such 
descriptors as “character,” “conditions,” and 
“environment” to describe morality and the 
organization of subject matter.” 


CHANGE AND THE CURRICULUM 


Educators, in general, and teachers and cur- 
riculum workers have a choice that has been 
offered to them throughout the ages. They 
may uncritically accept the tendencies of the 
times in which they find themselves, and de- 
velop school programs that mirror current 
social and political forces; or they may ap- 
praise the times and develop school pro- 
grams that respond to the dynamics of 
change. The curriculum can either reflect 
society or reflect upon and indirectly help 
shape society. Teachers may either serve as 
cogs in a bureaucratic school machine, keep- 
ing subject matter safe and sterile, or they 
may help students think and act—by offer- 
ing specialized knowledge, raising contro- 
versial issues, and incorporating problem- 
solving activities. 

The first approach views the school and 
educator as mirrors of society; the second 
approach views schools and school people as 
instruments of change. The former ap- 
proach is based on the traditional concep- 
tion of education; the latter is a progressive 
and reconstructionist conception of educa- 
tion. Sadly, the first approach tends to coin- 
cide with the reality of schools; the second 
approach borders on the ideal. 

If we are unable to deal with change in a 
constructive and appropriate manner, then 
we become victimized by it. If we are unable 
to shape the world around us, then the 
whims of nature dictate to us and social and 
political forces overwhelm us. According to 
William Van Til, “There is a danger to indi- 
viduals and to society in an education which 
accepts uncritically and reflects unthinking- 
ћу... . The danger is that some forces which 
mutually reinforce each other may take 
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us down roads contrary to the American 
[ideal]”"—the ideal of the individual who is 
free, morally responsible, and important. 
“Some tendencies of the times, if uncritically 
accepted and implemented by education, 
could lead to the powerless man in the pow- 
erful society.”” 


Society as a Source of Change. 


Contemporary society is changing so 
swiftly that we have difficulty coping with it 
and adjusting ourselves to the present and 
preparing for the future. We are forced to 
look to the schools for help in understand- 
ing and living with social change, but 
schools are conservative institutions that 
usually lag behind change. 

The differential rates of change in differ- 
ent parts of society give rise to the phenom- 
enon known as cultural lag. Usually changes 
in the scientific, commercial, and industrial 
aspects of culture come first, followed by 
lags in the institutions of society. People 
seem to accept material changes more read- 
ily than institutional changes, and they seem 
to resist changes in fundamental ideological 
ideas. 

The amount of cultural lag within a soci- 
ety varies with the amount of social change. 
If there is little or no social change, obvi- 
ously the lag, if it exists, is small. In Western 
society, especially in the United States, con- 
sistent and fundamental change is occurring 
in many aspects of society. As our society 
has entered a period of rapid change (which 
has accelerated since World War П), and as 
each new change has set off a whole chain of 
other events, this lag has become acute. 


Rate and Direction of Change. There 
are two basic ways to conceive change—rate 
and direction. The rate of change has impli- 
cations that are quite apart from, and some- 
times more important than, the direction of 
change. 

Опе way to illustrate the rate of change is 
to divide the last 100,000 years of human 
existence into lifetimes of approximately 
seventy-five years each (equivalent to an av- 
erage lifespan in our society), or a total of 


1333 lifetimes. Only during the last sixty 
lifetimes has it been possible to communi- 
cate effectively from one lifetime to another 
through writing. Only in the last six life- 
times did humankind see a printed word. 
Only in the last two has anyone anywhere 
used a motor, and only in the last one have 
we used electricity. 

Based on our present rate of change, 
Alvin Toffler notes that we are entering a 
period of future shock: We will have too many 
goods and services from which to choose, 
and our ability to choose wisely from all 
these options will become increasingly lim- 
ited because of human overload (i.e., try 
choosing the best long-distance phone com- 
pany). 

Another way of appreciating the rate of 
change is to consider that to a person born 
in 1940, who was 45 years old in 1985, the 
following occurred: 


1. Telecommunications became, for practical 
purposes, instantaneous. 

2. The speed of information processing in- 
creased a millionfold. 

3. The rate of population increase went up 
more than а millionfold. 

4. Jet aircraft, radar, space missiles, and space 
satellites became commonplace. 

5. Major organs, such as the human heart, kid- 
neys, and liver, were transplanted. 

6. Moon and Martian landings were success 
fully completed.” 


To this list, add the following: 


1. Genetic engineering, test-tube babies, and 
sex selection became realities. 

2. With a portable remote system (weighing less 
than one pound) a TV viewer can instantly 
(at the speed of light) tune into one or more 
of 100 channels and connect live to any ра 
of the world through a satellite communica- 
tion system. 

3. More than 75 percent of the items on super 
market shelves today did not exist in 1 
Plastic money has since replaced рар! 
money as the major medium of exchange 

4. Computers are common in everyday life, ш- 
cluding in schools; robots are commonplace 


in commerce and industry, and they will 
soon be in homes as well. 

5. Whereas three-fourths of Americans em- 
ployed by industry in 1940 were manufac- 
turing goods, today more than 60 percent 
are providing services; we have changed 
from an industrial society to a “postindus- 
trial society” or what some people call the 
“third technological revolution” or “third 
мауе."" 


One way to illustrate the direction of 
change 15 to consider world population 
growth. Philip Hauser estimated that for 
600,000 years, the world population ex- 
panded by .02 per thousand per year. Оп а 
two-dimensional graph such as Figure 5-1, 
this growth appears as a straight horizontal 
line. During the past 500 years, however, 
the growth line has shifted essentially from 
a horizontal position to а vertical one. At the 
present time, population growth has ex- 
panded from 2 percent per millennium to 
more than 2 percent per year—a thousand- 
fold increase.” 

This shift in direction constitutes a fun- 
damental change that simply cannot be 
comprehended as a mere quantitative 
change. (The quantitive shift represents 
only one dimension of change in population 
growth.) Other equally important direc- 
tional changes in society involve advances in 
science, communication, transportation—all 
of which affect the quality of life and which 
have global impact. Actually, in these areas 
of society, as with population growth, the 
rate of change at a period in time reaches 
geometric or exponential proportions, and 
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causes a dramatic shift or change in direc- 
tion. For population growth, as well as for 
science, communication, and transporta- 
tion, the critical time period has been the 
present century. 

Educators, especially curriculum special- 
ists, need to reduce educational lag and to 
avoid planning schools for the 1990s that 
are suited for the 1970s—a typical twenty- 
year lag period that often exists between 
schools and society. The fact of rapid 
change and the need to plan schools today 
for tomorrow bring to mind serious ques- 
tions: What policies govern our society? At a 
global level, what should be our educational 
aims? How do we identify the “good” life 
and what role do the schools play? How do 
schools reduce the gap between the “haves” 
and “have nots”? How do the schools pre- 
pare students for the world of tomorrow, 
when teachers who are trusted to do the job 
mainly rely on a knowledge base that is 
quickly becoming, if it is not already, dated? 


Schools as a Source of Change. 


If we take a broad, long view of schools— 
that is, a macro view—we can observe notice- 
able changes in schools over time. Historic- 
ally, according to Philip Jackson, “one has 
only to think of the wooden benches and 
planked floors of the early American class 
room as compared with the plastic chairs 
and tile flooring in today’s suburban schools 
to note changes.” We can strengthen the 
contrast by looking back to the one-room 
schoolhouse: Students of many ages were 
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crowded in one room; the teacher stood be- 
hind the pulpit (like the church minister) 
preaching the daily lessons; no blackboards 
or chalk were used; the desks and chairs 
were bolted down; the sun was the major 
source of light; and firewood was the main 
source of heat. Schools, today, are dramatic- 
ally different. 

If we look at the school during our life- 
time—that is, a micro view—say, when we 
were attending elementary school, we note 
that the changes have been minimal. Unruh 
and Alexander have summarized the milieu 
of change since the 1950s: “Surface changes, 
small and isolated innovations and lack of 
comprehensive approaches to changes” have 
prevailed in the schools. The underlying 
assumption, or the reason for the lack of 
change, has been that “the school as an insti- 
tution was headed in the right direction ex- 
cept that it needed to exert more effort to- 
ward its previous goals and make content and 
instruction more palatable to students. It was 
taken for granted that there was nothing 
wrong in the schools [and] . . . it was the stu- 
dent” and not the schools “that needed to be 
changed.”* 

Although the research in education may 
be impressive in quantity, very few notice- 
able changes have resulted in schooling 
since our days as students. We are basically 
using the same instructional methods in the 
classroom that we were using fifty years ago, 
according to one observer. On the other 
hand, the changes and improvements in sci- 
ence, technology, and medicine within the 
last five years have been impressive, and 
they have affected almost all of our lives in 
some way. “Had Rip Van Winkle been a 
teacher and slept for fifty years, he could re- 
turn to the classroom and perform relatively 
well; the chalk, eraser, blackboard, text- 
book, and pen and paper are still, today, the 
main tools for most teachers, as they were a 
half a century ago—or longer.” If, however, 
Mr. Van Winkle’s occupation “had been re- 
lated to one of the other three fields, and 
had he dozed off for five years, he would be 
unable to function effectively for his knowl- 


edge and skills would be dramatically 
dated.”” 

We might expect educational aims and 
subject matter to change as society imposes 
new social and political demands on the 
schools, and as new knowledge is created, 
And they do! However, we should not ex- 
pect the structure and organization of 
schools to change dramatically. ‘This is why 
Вір Van Winkle could function in the 
schools after sleeping for so long, or why а 
teacher, after ten or twenty years of retire- 
ment, could, if he or she wanted, go back 
into the classroom and still be effective. 

We must understand that schools are 
highly bureaucratic and conservative (ог 
traditional) institutions that operate with 
standardized norms of behavior, written 
rules and regulations, and well-defined 
tasks dispersed among administrators, 
teachers, and students. As parents and/or 
teachers who were once students, we can re- 
turn to school and readily cope and function 
almost immediately because the behaviors 
and tasks, the rituals, rules, and regulations, 
have not changed much since we were chil- 
dren. 

As teachers, curriculum specialists, ad- 
ministrators, and students interact on а 
daily basis in the operation of a school, a so- 
cial order develops: A set of routines and 
rules surfaces and group norms and organi- 
zational values become pervasive and shape 
individual personalities and behavior. Hoy 
and Miskel describe this process: “The 
school is a system of social interaction; it is 
an organized whole comprised of inter- 
acting personalities bound together in an 
organic relationship.” The school is “charac- 
terized by an interdependence of parts, & 
clearly defined population, differentiation 
from its environment, a complex network 0! 
social relationships, and its own unique cul- 
сиге.” The outcome is a host of institu- 
tional norms and patterns of behaviors that 
govern the interaction between teachers an 
students and between curriculum specialists 
and other support staff. Observers 156 
terms like intrinsic character, institutional reali- 


ties, or cultural patterns to describe these so- 
cial characteristics and interactions.“ When 
taken together they tend to result in a per- 
suasive method of socializing and control- 
ling the people who attend and/or work in 
schools, and they tend to inhibit change. 


Knowledge as a Source of Change. 


The accumulated body of organized 
knowledge about people and the world may 
be viewed as an extension of and interaction 
process with contemporary society. As soci- 
ety changes, so does our knowledge; in re- 
verse, as our knowledge base increases, ad- 
ditional changes take place in society as well. 
The changes in Western society and growth 
in knowledge result from our striving to 
understand, control, and change the phys- 
ical and social environment around us. 
(Changes take place in other societies, too, 
although today the growth in knowledge 
tends to be slower.) The schools should also 
be considered as a major data source for 
knowledge, especially for children and 
youth, in terms of: (1) screening knowledge 
against aims society sets for education; (2) 
identifying important kinds of knowledge; 
and (3) determining what can and should be 
taught. 


Explosion of Knowledge. Since the 
1950s, many educators have continued to 
call attention to the explosion of knowledge. 
Every fifteen years or so, our significant 
knowledge doubles, and this trend makes it 
Important to continuously reappraise and 
revise existing curricula. “It can be affirmed 
unequivocally,” says Bentley Glass, “that the 
amount of scientific knowledge available at 
the end of one’s life will be almost one hun- 
dred times what it was when he was born.” 
(This may be considered as ап overstate- 
ment, because knowledge cannot continue 
to explode exponentially as it has in the 
Past.) Moreover, 95 percent of all the scien- 
tists who ever lived are alive today.” 

Similarly, Warren Ziegler maintains that: 
(1) more mathematics has been created 
Since 1900 than during the entire period of 
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history; (2) half of what a graduate engineer 
studies today will be obsolete in ten years; 
and (3) half of what a person learns is no 
longer valid by the time he or she reaches 
middle age." We add to this list that nearly 
half of what we will need to know to func- 
tion in scientific or technical jobs by the year 
2000 is not even known today, by anyone. 

The almost incredible explosion of 
knowledge threatens to overwhelm us un- 
less we can find ways to deal with this new 
and growing wealth of information; new 
knowledge must be constantly introduced 
into the curriculum while less important 
material is pruned away. In assessing the 
ongoing rush of knowledge, Alvin Toffler 
asserts that knowledge taught should be re- 
lated to the future. “Nothing should be in- 
cluded in the required curriculum unless it 
can be strongly justified in terms of the fu- 
ture. If this means scrapping a substantial 
part of the formal curriculum, so Бе it.”" To 
deal with this knowledge explosion, as it 
shapes the future, curriculum specialists 
have two major problems that require con- 
tinuous attention: (1) what knowledge to se- 
lect and (2) how to organize it. 


What Knowledge Is of Most Worth? 
This question, which was raised by Spencer 
more than 100 years ago, has social implica- 
tions; it is certainly more relevant today, be- 
cause of the complexity of and changes in 
society, than it was during Spencer’s time. 
In recent years, the question has, in fact, 
been repeated by тапу different 
curricularists.” Actually, the question dates 
back to ancient Greece, when Plato and 
Aristotle questioned the value of knowledge 
in relation to society and governmental af- 
fairs, and to ancient Rome, when Quintilian 
set forth the original seven liberal arts— 
grammar, rhetoric, logic, arithmetic, geom- 
etry, astronomy, and music—as the ideal 
curriculum for educated citizens of public 
life: Senators, lawyers, teachers, civil ser- 
vants, and politicians. During the modern 
school period, these seven liberal arts have 
expanded to include many other subjects. 
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Table 5-1 shows a survey of enrollments 
in four basic subject areas for 1980. The 
percent of subjects for which high school 
seniors completed more than three years of 
coursework: English (including literature), 
26 percent; history (or social studies), 10 
percent; mathematics, 8.5 percent; and sci- 
ence, 6 percent. If these data appear alarm- 
ing, the figures that show the seniors having 
completed one year or less are even worse: 
Mathematics, 24 percent; and science, 35 
percent. Comparison data with other ad- 
vanced, technological countries are dis- 
heartening. In any event, the percent for 
each subject area suggests what school 
officials, adult society, and students consider 
to be most worthwhile knowledge. 

Considering that we live in a highly tech- 
nocratic and scientific society, one in which 
knowledge has great impact on our 
standard of living, and in a world in which 
the push of a button can have enormous im- 
pact on our lives, the small enrollments in 
science and mathematics have serious impli- 
cations for the future of our country. A sim- 
ilar concern was voiced nearly thirty years 
ago, when our standard of living was 
increasing more rapidly and when we were 
more influential as a superpower. Then, 
James Conant stressed that students needed 
to enroll in more courses in science, mathe- 
matics, and foreign language." The seeds of 
the Sputnik era have resurfaced in the 
1980s, under the theme of excellence in ed- 
ucation, and there is the same feeling of ur- 
gency. Our failure to heed Conant’s warn- 
ing is viewed by some as one reason for our 
decline as the leading political and economic 
giant of the world, and for the general de- 
cline of our manufacturing capability and 
standard of living. 

As a point of comparison, consider that 
Japanese students are required to take 23 
percent of their total junior high school cur- 
ricula in science and mathematics. In high 
school, they are required to take 1% science 
courses per year and 1% math courses per 
year (including calculus and Statistics). Be- 
cause 94 percent of the Japanese attend 
high school, this requirement produces a 


TABLE 5-1 Years of Coursework Completed by 
High School Seniors, 1980 


One year 


More than 


or less three years 
English 26.0% 
Mathematics 8.5 
Science 6.1 
History 
(Social Studies) 12.2 9.7 


Source: From The Condition of Education, 1983 (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1984), 
Table 1.11, p. 34. 


more scientifically literate public than ours.” 
In addition, Japanese students outperform 
American students in science and mathe- 
matics on the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement 
(IEA) study. 


Knowledge Areas and Skills. Because 
our knowledge is changing so rapidly, we 
must continuously ask ourselves what is the 
most worthwhile knowledge, and we must 
continuously reappraise what we mean by 
worthwhile. A number of paradigms have 
been developed along these lines. Schwab, 
for example, takes an eclectic approach to 
organizing curriculum in context with 
change. He is willing to accept various cur- 
riculum modes, and he points out that there 
are limitations to almost any approach. We 
need to organize a curriculum that is condu- 
cive to change, and that enables scholars 
and practitioners to work together and test 
their ideas in the context of changing prob- 
lems and issues of society." 

Weinstein and Fantini attempt to inte- 
grate a cognitive and humanistic view to- 
ward knowledge and learning. Referring 10 
knowledge as “content vehicles,” they соп- 
tend that content should “include not only 
conventional subject areas (English, social 
studies, mathematics, science, and so on); 
but also foundation disciplines such as “psy- 
chology, sociology, anthropology, philoso- 
phy,” and so on, as well as “classroom 
Situations, ... out of school experiences, 
[and] the children themselves.” Weinstein 
and Fantini consider people more impor 
tant than subject matter, but subject matter 


is still important for the self-actualization of 
people. те 

Elsewhere, Fantini argues that although 
educators talk about the relationship be- 
tween cognition and affect, the curriculum 
limits the relationship. “Knowing something 
cognitively does not always result in behav- 
ior that follows on that knowing.” This is be- 
cause knowledge cannot always influence 
behavior, and “all kinds of knowledge are 
not equally influential.” The missing link in 
the formula is that “knowledge [should be] 
related to the affective or emotional world 


of the learner. . . . Unless knowledge relates 
to feeling, it is unlikely to affect behavior ap- 
preciably.””” 


In a highly theoretical book, Joseph 
Tykociner suggests twelve basic areas of 
knowledge for dealing with change: (1) 
айу: architecture, choreography, dramatics, 
graphic arts, industrial design, landscaping, 
literature, music, painting, sculpture, and so 
on; (2) symbolics of information: linguistics, 
mathematics, logic, and information theory; 
(3) hylenergetics (sciences dealing with matter 
and energy): physics, chemistry, astronomy, 
geology, and mineralogy; (4) biological sci- 
ences: botany, zoology, taxonomy, morphol- 
ogy, cytology, genetics, and physiology; (5) 
psychology: experimental, developmental, ab- 
normal, animal, human, and industrial; (6) 
sociology: behavioral studies, human ecology, 
demography, social institutions, and ethnol- 
ogy; (7) exeligmology (sciences dealing with 
the past): the world at large, nations, states, 
ethnic groups, communities, family groups 
in historical, cultural, literary, scientific, and 
philosophical context; (8) pronoetics (sciences 
related to sustaining human life): agricul- 
ture, medicine, technology, and national de- 
fense; (9) regulative area (harmonizing hu- 
man relations): jurisprudence, political 
science, economics, and public administra- 
Поп; (10) disseminative area (transmission of 
knowledge): education, vocational guid- 
ance, library science, journalism, and mass 
communications; (11) zetetics (how knowl- 
edge can be systematized and increased): 
problem solving, methodology, environ- 
mental conditions and incentives, research, 


Social Foundations of Curriculum 127 
and development; and (12) integrative areas 
(the search for synthesis or a total picture): 
philosophical, aspirational, and general sys- 
tems. This scheme is shown in Figure 5-2. 

What Tykociner has achieved is to bind 
together the entire field of arts and sciences, 
with methods and processes for systematiz- 
ing knowledge and for representing it in 
terms of growth, transformation, and inte- 
gration. Knowledge is envisioned as a con- 
tinuous process that shapes society—and 
links the past, present, and future. In more 
practical terms, Tykociner presents curricu- 
lum specialists with a total range of knowl- 
edge from which to select subject matter 
and organize curriculum. He provides us 
with various kinds of content and processes 
upon which the generalist or specialist can 
draw to develop an instructional program. 


Knowledge and Future Learning. As 
we begin to cope with the many changes in 
our society, we need to organize certain 
knowledge skills and knowledge assump- 
tions to deal with and evaluate the explosion 
of knowledge: 


1. Knowledge should comprise the basic tools. This 
includes reading, writing, arithmetic, and 
oral communication, as well as computer lit- 
eracy. The basic tools are means to an out- 
come, not an end in themselves. Students 
need to learn more than the basics, but with- 
out the basics they cannot move beyond sim- 
ple knowledge or think critically in the sub- 
ject fields. 

2. Knowledge should facilitate learning how to learn. 
The school should help the learners acquire 
the skills, tools, and processes necessary to 
become more adept at learning and to use 
existing knowledge to learn new knowledge. 
Teachers must limit the temptation to teach 
a host of facts and right answers; they must 
encourage learners to assume responsibility 
for their own learning. 

3. Knowledge should be applicable to the real world. 
Book knowledge that cannot be applied to 
everyday life is meaningless and easily for- 
gotten. It does not help the learners partici- 
pate productively in society. The schools 
must resist teaching theory that cannot be 
applied to practice. Good theory can be ap- 
plied to practice. 


ABOJOYDASY је!205 


Auysimaysorg ‘saiskydorg 


Абојорца 8 21119 иу 


eimdinos 
Bunuieg 
опуј 
amea 


ABojouy)3 
SUORNINSUE [290S 


Ацаебошәс 


sd ysnpuj 50 јешооду 
ѕәгаүу sd мешдојелед 

‘sd jewiuy sd үеўшәшиәйхд 

(Sq) веле јед1бојоцодѕај “y 


а (езбојовАца 
АБОЈОБАца 
5оцеџед Ашоџохе | 
ABOA ABiojooz 
ABojoydiow Aueiog 


Ацдезбојеу5/) 5 Awouonsy 
Абоүезәшүү Адѕішәцэ 
Абооәсу 5215АЦа 

(AH) зопеблеиајлн 


зоцодшА$ о1бојошон 
Азовцу шуоуц someway 
31607 songinBury 


(AS) иопешиоји! jo soyoquiAs žy 


LS-SE “dd 49961 ‘әэиешос :етчајәрејца) 52пете7 JO зоо 'зәш!эохА | ‘| Ydaso{ шол :әэлпо$ 
ә8рәјмочу jo seziy 21529 Z-S JNO 


— 
Абојозе иешпн оглупо sy рие рипџеш jo Абојошбцјех3 
SPMS језолецед әлдоә огу збикед uewny jo зајебезббе jo Абојошбцехј 
Абоюос ABojodonpuy aĝe; је рром әш jo Абоюшбцәхэ 
(05) eave peaBojomos fy (хэ) Абојошбцеха “у 
(sonsoubosg) 
95џвјер /eUOHeN әшорәуұ 


p 


У 


Burdeospue 
"seg зеприј 
suy оде: 


Абојоицзеј әтупоџбү 
lid) ѕәпәоио ву 


(возова) 


умешебеџеуј Әәиә!э јеопјод 
52100023 еоџергидвипг 
(ay) веле әлпепбәу бу 
52141 3 [e105 


типшшоо sse _ еоџертб јеџопезол 

wisyewnor ‘`оцодѕа јеиопеопра 

souls Леја џопеопра 
(а) eave anneuiwassig y 


(uoneonp3 опезе2) 
s19]U89 цозеозен 5'58197 


5/58192 10} 'опрз АБојојешејаоа 

“puos 'иоллиз Абормо 

Абојорошеш ‘uag Аџебеје7 

(82) зоделе7 "у 
АВо|ошәззаз 
soneweig 
Ачдезбовлоцј зопецњау зазџен 5 jeuoneudsy 
азтовицолу 51545 јејоџес)  $әоиә!2$ Jea1ydosoyiyg 
(у) sue ayy ұу (ш) ease алпелбајиј су 


128 


4. Knowledge should improve the learners’ self- 
concepts, awareness skills, and senses of personal 
integrity. Stressing cognitive learning, or facts 
and figures, without considering the per- 
sonal, emotional, and even spiritual state of 
the individual, is only considering half of 
learning. Knowledge should be used to de- 
velop the learners’ feelings and personal in- 
tegrity. It should enable them to get along 
with themselves and others, and to be rela- 
tively content with themselves and others. 
Unhappy or anxiety-laden individuals can- 
not make the best use of their cognitive skills. 

5. Knowledge should consist of many forms and 
methods. There are many roads to learning 
and many avenues of inquiry. What works 
for one learner does not always work as well 
as for another, because there are many dif- 
ferent styles of learning and patterns of 
thinking (in part related to sex, class, culture, 
and intelligence). Schools need to provide 
various options and alternatives for 
acquiring knowledge and learning. Schools 
must also recognize they are only one of 
many sources of learning and intellectual au- 
thority; they compete with the home, com- 
munity, peer group, and mass media—which 
together have greater impact on the learn- 
ers, on knowledge acquisition, and on think- 
ing than the schools. 

6. Knowledge should prepare the individual for the 
world of technology. The individual, in modern 
society, must learn to live with computers, 
robots, lasers, telecommunications, and 
space exploration. A truly educated, produc- 
tive, and well-rounded individual will be able 
to function in an accelerating world of sci- 
ence and technology (i.e., individuals should 
be scientifically and technologically literate). 

7. Knowledge should prepare individuals for the 
world of bureaucracy. Bureaucracy is a 
growing social phenomenon that also charac- 
terizes modern society. The school system is 
one of many formal institutions that is run 
by the complicated machinery of social or- 
ganization; actually, it is the first of many bu- 
reaucratic organizations that the child will 
encounter in life. The individual in school, 
in church, in the military, in the hospital, on 
the job and in dealing with government must 
learn to cope with the enormous size of bu- 
Teaucracy. He or she must be able to get 
along with others both on a horizontal basis 
(peers and colleagues) and on a vertical basis 


9. 


10. 
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(subordinates and supervisors), in regard to 
rules and regulations, record keeping and 
“documentation,” impersonal and abstract 
relations, experts, incompetents, seniority, 
and administrative hierarchy. 


. Knowledge should permit the individual to retrieve 


old information. No individual can accumulate 
all of the knowledge necessary to fully de- 
velop his or her human potential. The indi- 
vidual must understand how to retrieve old 
knowledge, and then to modify or transform 
it to gain new knowledge. Knowledge is a 
powerful tool and in an age of information 
processing, those able to retrieve and then 
apply information intelligently will be most 
productive and powerful and best able to 
compete in contemporary society. 
Knowledge acquisition should be a lifelong proc- 
ess. It must be recognized that schools play a 
diminishing role as the learners grow and 
develop. Schools provide only a preliminary 
and temporary base of knowledge that is 
eventually superseded by other institutions 
and different forms of education. Other ed- 
ucational tools such as books, newspapers, 
television, videos, computers, etc. assume 
greater importance and more influence than 
textbooks or other school materials for 
continuing the educations of both young- 
sters and adults. As adolescents develop into 
adults, their experiences extend beyond 
schools. They acquire most new learning, in 
fact, outside of schools. 

Knowledge should be taught in context with 
values. Knowledge is based on facts, which 
are objective, neutral, and quantifiable. The 
knowledge that is learned becomes proc- 
essed through the social and philosophical 
lens of the individual; it therefore becomes 
value-laden. In a very real sense, what we 
learn, and what we do not learn, are based 
on a process of choosing—a filtering proc- 
ess—that is itself based on values. How we in- 
terpret knowledge, how we build and use it, 
partially reflect the act of valuing and the 
value structure we emphasize. The greatest 
danger in teaching knowledge is to ignore 
the values that shape the individual and soci- 
ety; this is teaching in a vacuum and without 
vision. Worthwhile knowledge cannot re- 
place values, but must be incorporated into 
the values we cherish. The kind of society we 
are, and the kinds of people we become, 
reflect both the knowledge and values we 
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learn—more precisely, how we interpret 
knowledge amid our values. 


Critical and Cautionary Choices. All 
these knowledge skills provide learners with 
the basis for coping with change—and for 
understanding and analyzing the events and 
trends that impact on society. Those who 
possess these skills have an enormous ad- 
vantage in dealing with themselves and oth- 
ers, and in the way they think and act in 
schools and society. Those who have such 
knowledge can deal with alternatives, possi- 
bilities, and probabilities—and can thus for- 
mulate and act upon convictions. Failure to 
achieve these knowledge skills leads to pow- 
erlessness in a powerful society. 

On the other hand, we caution the reader 
on several fronts. Change for the sake of 
change is not good; change must be tem- 
pered with wisdom, compassion, and justice. 
Scholars throughout the ages have viewed 
their societies as being at the cutting edge of 
change and progress. We may be just as my- 
opic, as we view our society; only the future 
will tell. New knowledge, indeed, is not nec- 
essarily better than old knowledge: Are we 
to throw away most of Aristotle, 
Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, Darwin, and 
Newton—merely because they are not part 
of this century? If we stress only scientific 
and technological knowledge, we could lan- 
guish physically, aesthetically, and spiritu- 
ally. Also, we have no guarantee that a 
futuristic curriculum best prevents us from 
repeating the mistakes of the past; as a na- 
tion we seem to lack historical perspective, 
and we tend to rely on our youth and fu- 
ture. 

What knowledge to select and how to or- 
ganize it require continuing attention; we 
must learn to prune away old and irrelevant 
knowledge, and sequence, balance, and in- 
tegrate new and relevant knowledge into 
subject matter. As we modify and update 
the curriculum, we must not, however, 
throw away time-tested, enduring subjects, 
such as literature, history, even music or art, 
because of pressure groups and special- 
interest groups. We must learn to screen 


our knowledge, with subsequent emphasis 
on certain subjects, against the values and 
educational aims that, as a society, we set for 
schools. These are difficult tasks. Curricu- 
lum workers need to help educators make 
choices in a climate of change. 


ESTABLISHING SOCIAL/ 
EDUCATIONAL PRIORITIES 


We look to the schools to help us cope with 
the elements of change. As a society, we re- 
act to change and social pressures Бу 
revising the aims or priorities of education, 
The schools, in turn, respond by changing 
their programs. The schools are also influ- 
enced by external or public groups who seek 
to further their interests and promote their 
causes, and who pressure the schools to 
teach particular subjects. Thus, rarely will 
there be complete agreement, much less 
agreement for any length of time, on the 
aims or priorities of education. Pressure, 
popular rhetoric, and slogans of the day, as 
well as concerns and demands of various 
public groups, must be balanced for the 
good of the general public and the nation at 
large. 


Education for All Students. 


Education prior to the turn of the twenti- 
eth century emphasized а perennialist 
outlook and stressed traditional subject mat- 
ter, mental discipline, and academically able 
students. Influenced by the larger trends of 
society—namely, the muckracker move- 
ment and calls for social and economic 
reform—the period between World War 1 
and World War II (some educators have ех- 
tended the period from the Kalamazoo deci- 
sion, in 1874, when the Supreme Court 
ruled that the states had the right to levy 
taxes for support of public schools,” to the 
Sputnik era) may be characterized by the 
rise and fall of progressive education. The 
educational aims of this progressive era, ап! 
the curriculum, reflected the growing chil 
psychology movement and endorsed meet- 


ing the diverse needs of all students, provid- 
ing a common ground for teaching, en- 
hancing American ideas, and educating all 
citizens to function in a democratic society. 

During this period, the Cardinal Principles 
of Secondary Education were formulated. 
Only one of the seven principles or aims of 
secondary education was concerned with 
the fundamentals of cognitive learning. The 
aims cited in 1918 are still, in one form or 
another, the major aims and goals of con- 
temporary education. The most important 
aspect of the document is that it emphasized 
that secondary schools should aim to edu- 
cate all youth for “complete living,” not just 
one segment of the student population, 
such as academically able students. Also, it 
did not emphasize subject matter or mental 
vigor. The Commission noted that more 
than two-thirds of entering high school stu- 
dents dropped out prior to graduation, and 
that an increasing number of immigrant 
children had to be educated, socialized, and 
provided with appropriate economic and 
civic skills.” 

Twenty years later, the Educational Poli- 
cies Commission of the NEA, which in- 
cluded the presidents of Harvard and 
Cornell Universities, the Commissioner of 
Education, and a number of progressive ed- 
ucators issued a report entitled The Purpose 
of Education in American Democracy.” Con- 
cerned with the problems of out-of-school 
youth and unemployment resulting from 
the Great Depression, these educators is- 
sued a comprehensive set of four goals: self- 
realization, human relations, economic 
efficiency, and civic responsibility. Each goal 
had several subcategories (see Chapter 6). 

During the mid 1940s, the Educational 
Policies Commission continued to modify 
the aims of education. Influenced by World 
War II, it stressed aims related to democ- 
racy and world citizenship, as well as those 
related to the general needs of children and 
youth. According to another influential re- 
Port, Education for All American Youth, youth 
must develop “Ten Imperative Needs”:* (1) 
economic and vocational skills; (2) good 
health and physical fitness; (3) community 
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and citizenship duties; (4) family duties; (5) 
consumer skills; (6) scientific skills; (7) litera- 
ture, art, and music skills; (8) leisure activi- 
ties; (9) ethical values; and (10) rational 
abilities. These needs were mostly sociopsy- 
chological and physical in nature; only two 
were concerned with subject matter, and a 
third focused on cognitive learning in gen- 
eral. 

Recapping from the 1918 Seven Cardinal 
Principles to the 1944 Ten Imperative 
Needs, the aims are representative of an era 
dominated by progressivism and by an off- 
shoot science of child psychology. During 
this period, emphasis was placed on the 
“whole child” and “life adjustment.” Subject 
matter was deemphasized, while social, psy- 
chological, vocational, moral, and civic re- 
sponsibilities were stressed. 

In general, the traditional concept of cur- 
riculum as a body of subjects came under at- 
tack by progressive educators; the major 
emphasis focused on the “child-centered,” 
“experience-centered,” and “activity-cen- 
tered” curriculum. All three approaches 
were used by Pestalozzi and Froebel in the 
nineteenth century and by Dewey in his lab- 
oratory school at the University of Chicago 
from 1896 to 1904.” All three approaches 
emphasized adapting curriculum to student 
needs and interests, and ensuring that cur- 
riculum was relevant to the realities of the 
learner. 


Focus on Academically Talented 
Students. 


After World War II, during the era of 
the Cold War and the Soviet Sputnik flight, 
the aforementioned aims and curriculum 
focus became targets for criticism. Ameri- 
cans were appalled that our country was los- 
ing the space race to the Soviet Union, and 
that our skies were no longer impregnable. 

Even though the influential Harvard Re- 
port, published at the end of World War П, 
looked optimistically to educating the whole 
person and providing a general education 
as means of developing the common under- 
standing important to all citizens in a free 
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society, powerful forces called for a return 
to academic essentials, and old-fashioned 
mental discipline. Historian Arthur Bestor 
stated that the main subjects in elementary 
school should be reading, writing, and arith- 
metic, with some emphasis on science and 
history. At the high school level, the сиггіси- 
lum should stress math, science, history, 
English, and a foreign language.” Admiral 
Hyman Rickover questioned why Johnny 
could not read while Ivan could and did. He 
demanded that, in the national interest, 
there be a return to the basics, a beefing up 
of our science and mathematics courses, and 
“a deemphasis on life-adjustment schools 
and progressive educational lists.”” 

Werner von Braun, a German-educated 
missile expert, testified before a U.S. Senate 
Committee in 1958 to urge ending “family 
life” and “human relations” subjects and 
adopting the European system of education, 
which emphasized “technical and scientific 
subjects” and academic excellence.” Lee 
DuBridge, then president of the California 
Institute of Technology, who testified be- 
fore the committee on the same day, recom- 
mended that curriculum areas of science 
and mathematics be “singled out for federal 
support.” DuBridge urged that schools rec- 
ognize, encourage, and provide special pro- 
grams for students who are “unusually 
gifted and ambitious,” and, moreover, that a 
student’s education persist “as far as his in- 
tellectual capacities and his ambitions 
should take ћуп." Unfortunately, the sena- 
tors did not ask von Braun or DuBridge 
what schools or society should do with the 
intellectually less able students. 

In 1952, as Chair of the Educational Poli- 
cies Commission, James Conant had en- 
dorsed a progressive policy document that 
urged a student-centered, whole-child ap- 
proach to schooling. Ву 1959 Conant’s vi- 
sion was still “to provide a good general ed- 
ucation for ай the pupils,” but he now 
emphasized “educating those with a talent 
for handling advanced subjects.” After visit- 
ing fifty-five high schools across the country 
that had “a good reputation,” Conant con- 


cluded that “the academically talented stu- 
dent, as a rule, is not being sufficiently chal- 
lenged, does not work hard enough, and his 
program of academic subjects is not of 
sufficient range.” 

In the midst of intense criticism toward 
schools and school people, Conant came to 
the defense of the educational establish- 
ment and saw little need for radically 
changing schools. Conant’s influential book, 
The American High School Today, was a blue- 
print for moderate reform: For upgrading 
the curriculum, especially mathematics, sci- 
ence, and foreign language; requiring more 
academic subjects; tightening standards and 
grades; pushing students to their maximum 
cognitive potentials; and grouping students 
according to their abilities. Although 
Conant gave some consideration to slow and 
average learners, his major emphasis for re- 
form was related to serving the needs of the 
highly gifted (the intellectually highest 3 
percent of the student population on a na- 
tional basis) and the academically talented 
(the top 20 percent in terms of scholastic ap- 
titude).“ Indeed, many of Conant’s ideas 
could be considered a return to the mental 
discipline approach under the modern ver- 
sion of essentialist philosophy. 

Many policy statements issued during 
this period focused on academically bright 
students, the three Rs at the elementary 
school level, and traditional academic sub- 
jects at the high school level. For example, 
the White House Conference on Education 
in 1955 stressed quality and proposed that 
“educational programs [must] fully exercise 
and develop the abilities of especially bright 
students.” Five years later the President's 
Commission on National Goals gave top pri- 
ority to science, mathematics, and foreign 
languages and called for “a testing program 
beginning in grade one if not before . . . and 
ability grouping from the earliest years of 
school. Every effort [was to be] made in and 
out of school to provide enrichment for the 
gifted student.” Indeed, these were rigor- 
ous and competitive times in schools, ап 
testing and tracking of students were con- 


sidered acceptable. Scholarships based on 
merit and ability, not on need or athletics, 
was the order of the day. 


Focus on Subject Matter. Hard on the 
heels of Sputnik, and these national policy 
reports, came federal legislation supporting 
training, equipment, and programs in sub- 
ject fields deemed vital to defense. The ma- 
jor legislation, called the National Defense 
Act (1958), singled out science, mathemat- 
ics, modern languages, and guidance (often 
construed as a way of steering youth into the 
three academic fields and into college if they 
had the ability). The focus on certain sub- 
jects and academically talented youth was 
often couched in terms of a free people's 
surviving in a world in which Communism 
was spreading and in which the American 
sky was at risk. 

Most important, large sums of money, 
for beefing up the curriculum, were readily 
available for the first time from both gov- 
ernment and foundation sources. During 
the aftermath of Sputnik, William Van Til 
wrote, “The end result was that both na- 
tional interest and available funds [in educa- 
tion] coincided. The scholars had a genuine 
Opportunity to reconstruct the content of 
their separate subjects.” This was particu- 
larly true at the secondary level. To many 
leaders of this period, it was clear that the 
way to proceed to reconstruct subject matter 
was to call together the scientific community 
and university scholars, who most intimately 
knew the particular subject, along with some 
curriculum specialists, who might help with 
tegards to methodology. 

From this dialogue among scientists and 
scholars came a host of national curriculum 
projects that centered on science and math. 
These included the Biological Sciences Cur- 
riculum Study (BSCS), Chemical Education 
Material Study (CEMS), Physical Science 
Study Committee (PSSC), and the School 
Mathematics Study Group (SMSG). The 
new wave of curriculum reform emphasized 
the subject matter rather than students’ 
heeds or interests or societal problems. Most 
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of the leaders of this movement made 
sweeping claims for the superiority of the 
new curriculum, what they often called the 
“new science” and the “new math.” 

The subject matter was reconstructed 
around disciplines with special methods of 
inquiry (that is, around major concepts, 
principles, and generalizations), and, ac- 
cording to Tanner and Tanner, science and 
mathematics “came to occupy the highest 
rungs of the disciplinary hierarchy.” Pro- 
liferation of special projects in these subjects 
was followed by other projects in the social 
sciences and humanities intended to beef up 
the curriculum, especially the academic sub- 
jects of secondary schools, and to embrace 
the discipline approach for the science and 
math projects. But the search for structure 
in English, history, foreign language, and so 
on, proved unattainable. Even in science 
and mathematics, the idea of a disciplinary 
structure eventually declined.“ 


Focus on Disadvantaged Students. 


The 1960s and early 1970s ushered in a 
period in which the social conscience of 
America burst forth—coinciding with our 
concern over poverty, racial discrimination, 
and equal educational opportunity. New 
aims and educational priorities surfaced to 
meet the climate of change. With the major- 
ity of students not going on to college, and 
with a large percentage of students drop- 
ping out of school or graduating as func- 
tional illiterates, serious problems could be 
anticipated if our aims and priorities contin- 
ued to be narrowly directed at our most able 
students. The shift to the problems of disad- 
vantaged students gradually accelerated un- 
til this population became the number-one 
concern in education. Exemplifying the 
change, James Conant, an early proponent 
of challenging the gifted students, gradually 
shifted his views. 

In 1961, Conant wrote Slums and Suburbs. 
Only two years before, Conant had advo- 
cated academic rigor and upgraded аса- 
demic subjects, as well as greater attention 
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to the top 20 percent of high school stu- 
dents. Now he urged educators and policy 
makers to pay closer attention to the inner- 
city and disadvantaged children. He pro- 
posed that slum schools be upgraded and 
greater attention be paid to the less able stu- 
dents. Conant wrote: 


І am concerned ме are allowing social dynamite 
to accumulate in our large cities. . . . Leaving 
aside human tragedies, I submit that a continua- 
tion of this situation [youth out of school and out 
of work] is a menace to the social and political 
health of the large cities. 

The improvement of slum conditions is only 
in part a question of improving education. But 
the role of the schools is of utmost importance. 
... Added responsibility, however, requires ad- 
ditional funds. Indeed the whole question of 
financing public education in the large cities is a 
major national concern.” 


Conant’s new position was a sign of the 
times—a shift in educational aims to focus 
on the disadvantaged. Historically a strong 
advocate of academic excellence, he was ex- 
pressing a new viewpoint: One that would 
correct the educational discrepancies 
among students by placing greater emphasis 
on less able students, especially those in the 
inner city. 

Given the student unrest and urban riots 
of the 1960s, it was easy to accept the argu- 
ments of an impacted crisis in schools and 
society. The government reports that were 
published in the 1960s strongly suggested 
an impending social upheaval. The needs of 
disadvantaged groups were stressed, both in 
schools and society, and these needs were 
reflected in such reports as the National Ad- 
visory Commission on Civil Disorders in 
1967, the National Council on the Educa- 
tion of Disadvantaged Children in 1969, 
and the HEW Urban Task Force Report in 
1970. A new political bias seemed to evolve; 
in education it overlooked the average and 
above-average student, and in social and 
economic arenas it overlooked what was 
later to be called “middle America.” 

The outcome was a host of compensatory 
programs funded by the federal govern- 


ment, although state and local money as well 
as foundation money was also available. The 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA), passed in 1965, immediately pro- 
vided $1 billion in Title I funds (sometimes 
called compensatory funding) to supple- 
ment and improve the education of poor 
and minority group children. Ten years 
later, Title I money totaled $2 billion per 
year, or about $200 extra per disadvantaged 
child. By 1980, Title I expenditures were 
more than $3 billion per year, and other 
federal compensatory expenditures totaled 
another $2 billion or more—a total of about 
$500 extra per disadvantaged child. During 
this fifteen year period, over $35 billion had 
been appropriated by the federal govern- 
ment.” Today, Chapter I funds have re- 
placed most of the early ESEA money, and 
the amount of federal funding for the dis- 
advantaged continues to increase: $3.7 bil- 
lion in 1985, plus another $4 billion ear- 
marked for vocational and postsecondary 
disadvantaged students.” 


Expanded Priorities: New Disadvantaged 
Groups. 


The focus оп the disadvantaged ex- 
tended into the 1970s; in fact, the definition 
of the disadvantaged was enlarged to in- 
clude multicultural, bilingual, апа handi- 
capped students and to a lesser extent, 
women. Our multicultural and bilingual ef- 
forts were characterized by increased fed- 
eral funding for Hispanic, Asian American, 
and Native American students; by the Bilin- 
gual Act in 1968, which expanded bilingual 
programs in American schools; and by the 
1974 U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Lau v. 
Nicholas, which stated that schools must take 
steps to help students who “are certain to 
find their classroom experiences wholly in- 
comprehensible” because they do not un- 
derstand English. The courts, as well as pol- 
icy makers and educators, took an active 
role in providing educational opportunities 
for limited-English speaking (LES) and non- 
English speaking (NES) students.” Despite 


controversies that have surfaced concerning 
specific approaches and programs and 
recruitment of personnel, bilingual and 
multicultural education grew in importance 
during the 1970s. Congressional appropria- 
tions for bilingual education increased from 
$6.1 million in 1970 to $156 million in 1980. 
In 1986, appropriations decreased to $143 
million, illustrating that these funds have 
now leveled off.” 

During the 1970s, much activity and con- 
cern also surfaced over special education, 
especially for the handicapped and for stu- 
dents with learning disabilities. New ргез- 
sure groups, new courses. advanced de- 
grees, new certification requirements, and 
new teachers and faculty at colleges and 
universities stimulated recognition of spe- 
cial education, as have new policies and pro- 
grams. The Education for all Handicapped 
Children Act (PL 94-142) of 1975 is the cor- 
nerstone of these policies and programs. 

Handicapped students are defined by 
this act as those who are mentally retarded, 
hard of hearing, deaf, orthopedically im- 
paired, other health impaired, speech im- 
paired, visually handicapped, emotionally 
disturbed, or learning disabled and, by rea- 
son thereof, require special education and 
related services. The legislation mandates a 
free and appropriate education for all 
handicapped children and youth. Handi- 
capped students must be provided with spe- 
cial education and related services at public 
expense under public supervision and di- 
rection. Schools must not only adopt policies 
that serve all handicapped students, but 
they must conduct searches to locate such 
Students as well. 

Today, concern for the handicapped is 
very much alive, and the courts continue to 
take an active role in protecting the rights of 
and improving educational opportunities 
for the handicapped. Monies earmarked for 
the handicapped continue to increase in real 
dollars and in proportion to spending on 
nonhandicapped students; moreover, an 
increasing number of students are being 
identified as handicapped. Approximately 
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10 to 11 percent of the public school enroll- 
ments are considered handicapped, com- 
pared to 5 percent in 1975 (the year handi- 
capped legislation went into effect). This 
increase indicates that educators and policy 
makers recognize that many students who 
did not receive help in the past in fact need 
special help—not that contemporary stu- 
dents have more problems than students of 
earlier generations. 

Concern for the gifted and talented stu- 
dents reached a low point during the 1960s 
and 1970s. The commitment to educating 
the gifted and talented was slight compared 
to efforts directed at the disadvantaged and 
at other special populations, such as bilin- 
gual, handicapped, or learning-disabled stu- 
dents. As two authorities stated, only “a very 
small percentage of the gifted and talented 
population [was] being serviced by existing 
programs, [about] 4 percent of the 1.5 to 2.5 
million children.” A low funding priority 
and lack of trained personnel, coupled with 
few pressure groups for the gifted and tal- 
ented, resulted in a scarcity of programs for 
these children—who, in terms of numbers, 
represent a real minority. 

National priorities in the 1970s (like 
those in the 1960s) for the most part did not 
focus on the average, ordinary students who 
меге nonrich, nonpoor, nonminority, 
nongifted, and nonnewsworthy. There was 
(and still is) very little in the educational lit- 
erature on the cultural, social, and educa- 
tional diversity of students in “middle” 
America—in Astoria, New York; Lombard, 
Illinois; or Whittier, California, for exam- 
ple. These students were rarely defined as a 
special group with special characteristics 
and needs, so remedial or special programs 
for them were minimal. In the late 1970s 
and early 1980s, some attention was unwit- 
tingly devoted to them as a result of other 
trends—such as the national testing pro- 
gram, minimum competency testing, basic- 
skills programs, and the theme of national 
excellence in schools—but special programs 
and services for average children remained 


minimal. 
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National Task Force Reports 
on Education. 


In the mid-1980s, national attention 
turned to the need for educational excel- 
lence and higher academic standards for all 
students. The educational dimensions of 
this problem were amply documented in ten 
policy reports between 1983 and 1987, all 
calling for reforms to improve the quality of 
education in the United States. (The reports 
and their sponsoring agencies are described 
in Table 5-2.) 

To support their alarming statements 
about the decline of American education 
and the need for academic reform, the pol- 
icy reports detailed a host of gloomy trends 
and statistics about the decline of American 
education. Seven of the ten reports empha- 
sized the need to strengthen the curriculum 
in the core subjects of English, math, sci- 
ence, foreign language, and social studies. 
The focus was thus on a common curriculum. 
Technology and computer courses were 
mentioned often, either as components of 
science or math or as separate subject areas 
(sometimes referred to as the fourth R). 
High-level cognitive and thinking skills were 
also stressed. All of the reports concerned 
all students: Providing various programs 
and personnel for disadvantaged and learn- 
ing disabled students, as well as for average 
and above average students. The notion of 
equity was thus paramount. Nevertheless, 
the theme of excellence still seemed to stress 
academic, college-bound, and even gifted 
students; emphasis was still on core aca- 
demic subjects and advanced science and 
mathematics. 

All the reports emphasized tougher 
standards and tougher courses, and five out 
of the ten proposed that colleges raise their 
admission requirements. Most of the re- 
ports also talked about increasing home- 
work, time for learning, and time in school, 
as well as instituting more rigorous grading, 
testing, homework, and discipline. They 
mentioned, too, upgrading teacher certifica- 
tion, increasing teacher salaries, increasing 
the number of and rewarding science and 


math teachers, and providing merit pay for 
outstanding teachers. Overall, they stressed 
excellence (not equity), academic achieve- 
ment (not the whole child), and increased 
productivity (not relevancy or humanism). 

Most of the reports expressed concern 
that the schools are pressed to play too 
many social roles; that the schools cannot 
meet all these expectations; and that the 
schools are in danger of losing sight of their 
key role—teaching the basic skills and the 
core academic subjects, new skills for com- 
puter use, and higher-level cognitive skills 
for the world of work, technology, and even 
military defense. Accordingly, many of the 
reports used such terms as “emergency,” 
“urgency,” “crucial to national survival,” 
“global competition,” “act of war,” “educa- 
tional disarmament” and the like—remind- 
ing us of the post-Sputnik era once again. 
Perhaps the number-one criticism of all 
these reports is who is to pay for all these re- 
form measures given the decline of federal 
spending in education, the reported deficits 
at the federal level, and the weakening fiscal 
health among most states. 


PLANNING FOR EDUCATIONAL 
CHANGE 


As long as society is dynamic and composed 
of a conglomeration of cultural and social 
groups, the debate over the aims of educa- 
tion will stir up controversy and change. 
Perhaps this is good; perhaps this is what 
makes a society viable and able to resist de- 
cay. 

In examining the aims or priorities of ed- 
ucation from the turn of the century until 
today, we see considerable reiteration, but 
we also note considerable evolution—linked 
to sweeping social change. For example, the 
early twentieth-century adherents of mental 
discipline advocated ‘rigorous intellectual 
training, as did the essentialist critics and 
conservative thinkers of the 1950s and 
mid-1980s. At the turn of the century public 
schools stressed an academic curriculum, 
and this priority reasserted itself during the 
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era of the Cold War and the space race; it is 
reappearing, too, in 1980s as a result of con- 
cern over economic competition with for- 
eign countries and foreign relations with the 
USSR. In the early 1900s progressive educa- 
tors sought to broaden the aims of school to 
serve all children and youth, especially 
nonacademic and vocationally oriented stu- 
dents; beginning in the early 1960s and 
continuing into the 1970s, this priority reap- 
peared with emphasis on poor and minority 
students, and later bilingual and handi- 
capped students. Although concern for dis- 
advantaged groups remains, the pendulum 
has now moved to the center. Our priorities 
are more diffuse, and we are concerned 
about various other students as well, includ- 
ing those in average and academic groups. 


Appraising and Reflecting. 


Educational aims should be as changea- 
ble as the changing social and political con- 


ditions and the groups of people that for- 
mulate them. Panels and commissions are 
often organized to formulate aims. They 
may operate at various government and ed- 
ucational levels—federal, state regional, and 
local—but those at the national level have 
the most influence and those at the local 
level have the least (in terms of overall im- 
pact). Such groups should include repre- 
sentatives of the following groups listed in 
Table 5-3. 

Unquestionably, educational aims must 
be relevant or meaningful to the times. If 
the schools are not adaptable to changing 
conditions and social forces, how can they 
expect to produce people who are? This is- 
sue is pointedly illustrated in a satire on ed- 
ucation entitled The Saber-Tooth Curriculum,” 
which describes a society whose major tasks 
for survival were catching fish to eat, club- 
bing horses, and frightening away saber- 
tooth tigers. The school in this society set up 
a curriculum to meet its needs—namely, 


TABLE 5-3 Representative Groups for Setting Educational Priorities 


1. Students. Most secondary students are mature апа 
responsible enough to provide appropriate input in de- 
veloping educational aims; moreover, they have the 
most at stake and thus deserve to be represented. 

2. Parents. Because parents provide the students 
and taxes that support schools, custom and political as- 
tuteness on the part of school officials necessitates pa- 
rental input. 

3. Educators. Teachers, supervisors, and administra- 
tors must assume major responsibility in developing 
educational aims. To surrender this responsibility is to 
surrender their professional role—and is unjustifiable 
and naive. - 

4. Research Community. The role of the researcher ог 
social scientist is important for providing objective data 
concerning trends and issues. These people should not 
serve as advocates, however, which they sometimes do. 

5. Community Members. Whether they have children 
in school, whether their children have graduated, or 
whether they are childless, the citizens and taxpayers in 
the larger adult community have a civic responsibility 
to provide input in school matters. Their support is 
crucial, because they vote on school and fiscal matters— 
directly and indirectly and at various levels of govern- 
ment. 

„6. Business Community. Businesspeople are natural 
allies of school people, and the former groups should 
be aggressively enlisted in school affairs, because of 


their economic (and political) influence and stake they 
have in the outcomes of schooling in terms of human 
capital, technology, and industrial output. 

7. Government Officials. Political officials аге also nat- 
ural allies of schools. They, too, should be enlisted be- 
cause of their political (and economic) influence. In- 
deed, educational policy and politics go hand in hand, 
as do school finance and governance. 

8. Pressure Groups. People have the greatest impact 
by organizing into groups that promote special inter- 
ests. The operation of such groups is clearly valid 
within the democratic process, but extreme views must 
be controlled and softened. 

9. Professional Organizations. The input of the pro 
fessional organizations is important in terms of ob- 
taining support from the educational establishment. 
Although professional organizations may have agendas 
similar to those of pressure groups—that is, to see that 
educational aims benefit their memberships—the рго- 
fessional roles and responsibilities of the members маг" 
rant that what is good for schools should prevail. 

10. Governing Bodies. Representatives from 60% 
erning and legislative groups—at the federal, state, ге- 
gional, and/or local levels—should be included becaus¢ 
they have the power and authority to enact legislation 
(including the recommendations or policy statements) 
of commissions or panels designed to formulate ейиса- 
tional aims. 


Source: From Allan С. Ornstein, “How Are Educational Aims Determined?” NASSP Bulletin (May 1985), PP- 


4647. 


teaching courses in these three areas of sur- 
vival. Eventually conditions changed; the 
streams dried up, and the horses and tigers 
disappeared. Social change necessitated 
learning new tasks for survival, but the 
school curriculum continued to feature 
courses in catching fish, clubbing horses, 
and frightening saber-toothed tigers. 

Today we live in a highly technical, auto- 
mated, and bureaucratic society; we are 
faced with pressing social and economic 
problems—aging cities, the effects of centu- 
ries of racial and sexual discrimination, an 
aging population, unemployment and a dis- 
placed workforce, exhaustion of our natural 
resources, the pollution of the physical envi- 
ronment, and the threat of nuclear devasta- 
tion. These forces and trends are highly in- 
terrelated; they mutually reinforce each 
other, and they are accelerating. In an era 
of space technology, telecommunications, 
computers, and robots, schools cannot con- 
tinue to teach the skills that were appropri- 
ate for the Industrial Revolution. Whether 
we allow the times to engulf us, or whether 
we can cope with our new environment, will 
depend to a large extent on what kinds of 
skills are taught in our schools today, in ad- 
dition to the development of appropriate 
aims of education. 


CONCLUSION 


Social forces have always had a major 
influence on schools and in turn on curricu- 
lum decisions. Some of these forces origi- 
nate from society at large and others from 
the local community. In either case, educa- 
tors are faced with a choice: To accept and 
mirror the tendencies of the times or to ap- 
praise and improve the times. One view rep- 
теѕепіѕ a perennialist notion of education, 
the other a reconstructionist notion; how- 
ever, we would like to view the choice in 
terms of a traditional versus futuristic way 
of looking at schools. The latter approach 
Suggests that educators can analyze and 
evaluate the trends taking shape in society. 
In doing so, they can decide on appropriate 
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aims and curricula, and they can thus pre- 
pare students for the world of tomorrow by 
providing them with the knowledge and 
values they need to make wise decisions. 
Curriculum workers—indeed, all partici- 
pants in curriculum decisions—play a major 
role in accomplishing these goals. 
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chapter 6 


AIMS, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 


Education is purposeful; it is concerned 
with outcomes that are usually expressed at 
several different levels. The most general 
level is reflected in statements of aims; the 
most specific is exhibited in statements of 
objectives. But, whatever the level of specifi- 
city, educators use these statements to guide 
their development, implementation, main- 
tenance, and evaluation of educational pro- 
grams. 

Such statements, whether aims, goals, or 
objectives, are not created in a vacuum. 
Their formulation, which represents some 
point toward which educators are working, 
is influenced to a great extent by the philos- 
ophy they accept or follow. John Dewey ar- 
gued that philosophy can be employed as a 
general theory of education: “If we are will- 
ing to conceive education as the process of 
forming fundamental dispositions, intellec- 
tual and emotional, toward nature and fel- 
low men. ...”' Although Dewey combines 
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philosophy and theory as part of the educa- 
tional process, we contend that philosophy 
also serves to illuminate the practice of edu- 
cation. This position is expressed by Boyd 
Bode: “If the younger generation is to [par- 
ticipate] in our social life the emphasis In 
curriculum construction and іп teaching 
must be placed on social outlook, on reflec- 
tive consideration of what constitutes а 500 

life in the social order.”* 

If there were only one philosophy, only 
one way of viewing reality or interpreting 
societal needs, the tasks of curriculum spe- 
cialists would indeed be easy, ог so It woul 
seem to some.’ However, such is not the 
case. Indeed, because of the numerous phil- 
osophical positions, there are myriad w 
to conceptualize and deliver curricula. The 
various philosophical positions curricular- 
ists hold influence all aspects of their currit 
ulum decisions. Whether they look at the 
outcomes of schooling as “fixed termina 


points” or as “points” in a never-ending 
series of points is influenced by their philos- 
ophies. 

Dewey and others would argue that the 
ends to which people strive, when attained, 
only lead to other ends: “Ends when 
achieved become the means for proceeding 
to other ends.” If we reach the end of learn- 
ing to read effectively, this then becomes the 
means by which we can achieve the end of 
obtaining information about a particular 
topic. Dewey pointed out that ends and 
means are just two ways of regarding real- 


ity: 


Ends are foreseen consequences which arise in 
the course of activity and which are employed to 
give added meaning and to direct its further 
course. They are in no sense ends of action. In 
being ends of deliberation they are redirecting 
pivots in action." 


Our purpose, however, is not to debate 
the various views of ends and means; it is to 
point out the role that philosophy plays in 
our interpreting and responding to reality 
and in our creating educational programs 
for students. We need to be well aware of 
the philosophical underpinnings of our cur- 
ticular actions—perhaps even more so to- 
day than in past times, for today schools are 
existing in a society that is experiencing 
great waves of change that are impacting on 
the fundamental social fabric: Changes in 
family and personal relations, changes in 
levels of technology, changes in interna- 
tional relations. 

In such times, educators need precise 
definitions of the endpoints of education, 
even if they view these endpoints as nothing 
More than the means of attaining other 
endpoints. When they are unsure of their 
purposes and ultimate objectives in educa- 
ton—and such imprecision currently exists 
' our society—educators tend to take on re- 
active postures. School officials—curricu- 
um specialists in particular—react, they do 
not “pro-act.” Many in society are dissat- 
isfied with the schools because they have not 
Pro-acted, have not anticipated developing 
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needs, and have not articulated a clear phil- 
osophical posture to guide their educational 
decision making. 

It seems especially important in these 
times that educators consider the worth of 
the “end” they suggest and also view it not as 
the final end but rather as leading to some 
other point of development or understand- 
ing, which in turn will lead to another. 
There is much information to consider, and 
there are many philosophical arguments to 
process. Curriculum workers would be well 
advised to conceptualize schooling as a phil- 
osophical enterprise. As J. Galen Saylor as- 
serts, “Schooling is a philosophical venture, 
one that necessitates choosing . . . among in- 
numerable possibilities. Those choices con- 
stitute the starting point in curriculum plan- 
ning.” 


AIMS OF EDUCATION 


In times of great change, society looks to its 
schools to help its citizens adjust. Society of- 
ten demands that the schools modify their 
programs so students will be able to func- 
tion more effectively in the current times. 
To respond to such calls, educators rely on 
their philosophical foundations to guide 
their decisions regarding the purpose of 
school and the specifics and nature of their 
programs. 

Few educators would dare respond to the 
myriad demands placed on the schools with- 
out some mention of educational aims. But 
often they are not precise in their use of ed- 
ucational language. The term aims is often 
used interchangeably with the terms, goals, 
ends, functions, general objectives, and purposes.® 
However, there are differences among the 
terms, and it is helpful to distinguish among 
them. David Pratt defines an aim as provid- 
ing a basic orientation for the designer or 
user of a curriculum.’ Komisar and 
McClellan define aims as general statements 
that provide both shape and direction to the 
more specific actions designed to achieve 
some future product or behavior.’ Aims are 
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starting points that allow educators to rally 
behind them. Aims are ideals functioning as 
inspirational visions of the Good.’ Aims аге 
slogans that excite people about a direction 
of education and get them to commit to 
various directions of schooling. 

Aims serve the crucial function of guid- 
ing education, but they cannot be directly 
observed or evaluated. They are orienta- 
tions, not specific quantifiable outcomes. 
They suggest endpoints, but they do not 
precisely define them. They are too general 
to guide particular instructional decisions; 
more specific objectives serve that function. 
Nonetheless, educators must first determine 
aims in order to match objectives with them. 

Educators of every age are challenged to 
interpret the aims of society. Because of 
their global quality, only a few aims are nec- 
essary to guide education. For example, 
Ralph Tyler summarized the aims of Ameri- 
сап schooling as: (l) developing self- 
realization, (2) making individuals literate, 
encouraging social mobility, (3) providing 
skills and understanding necessary for pro- 
ductive employment, (4) furnishing tools 
requisite for making effective choices re- 
garding material and nonmaterial things 
and services, and (5) furnishing the tools 
necessary for continued learning.” These 
all-encompassing aims reflect a progressive 
philosophy. 

Ronald Doll notes that educational aims 
should address the intellectual or cognitive, 
the social-personal or affective, and the pro- 
ductive." Aims dealing with the intellectual 
dimension focus on the acquisition and 
comprehension of knowledge, апа prob- 
lem-solving skills and various levels and 
methods of thinking. Aims in the social- 
personal dimension are concerned with 
person-to-society, person-to-person, and 
person-to-self interactions. These aims also 
subsume the emotional and psychological 
aspects of individuals and their adaptive as- 
pects with regard to home, family, religion, 
and local community. Aims relating to the 
productive dimension of schooling center 
on those aspects of education that allow the 


individual to function in the home, on the 
job, and as a citizen and member of the 
larger society. 

о these dimensions, we would add four 
others: (1) physical, dealing with the devel- 
opment and maintenance of strong and 
healthy bodies; (2) aesthetic, dealing with 
values and appreciation of the arts; (3) 
moral, dealing with values and behavior that 
reflect appropriate behavior; and (4) spirit- 
ual, dealing with the recognition and belief 
in the divine and the view of transcendence. 


Sources of Aims. 


During every period of contemporary 
history, society in general and educators in 
particular have formulated aims. These 
aims are usually developed by prestigious, 
nationwide commissions and task forces in 
the context of the overriding concerns and 
problems of a changing society. These com- 
missions, which have been in existence for 
approximately 100 years, usually include 
descriptive studies of society to guide pro- 
gram creation. 


Spencer’s Report. We might denote the 
starting point for such reports as 1859, 
when Herbert Spencer published his essay 
“What Knowledge Is of Most Worth?” From 
his analysis of his contemporary society, 
Spencer concluded that for individuals 10 
lead successful lives, they needed prepara- 
tion in five realms of activities: (1) direct 
self-preservation; (2) indirect self-preserva- 
tion (e.g., securing food, shelter, earning 4 
living, etc.); (3) parenthood; (4) citizenship; 
and (5) leisure activities." 

Since Spencer's time, hundreds of „де 
scriptive studies of all aspects of society, 
many done by “blue ribbon” panels, have 
been utilized by educators to frame aims, a 
well as goals and objectives. Most of these 
reports have formulated aims to sustain out 
way of life—to allow students to be success- 
ful in life outside the school. Also, the aims 
are phrased to preserve our social and polit- 
ical institutions, to maintain the current 50" 
ciety, and to improve it. 


The Cardinal Principles. The National 
Education Association’s Commission on the 
Reorganization of Secondary Education is- 
sued its report in 1918, when World War I 
ended. The report, called The Cardinal Prin- 
ciples of Secondary Education, spoke to the role 
of education in our democratic society in the 
following manner: 


Education in a democracy, both within and with- 
out the school, should develop in each individual 
the knowledges, interest, ideas, habits, and pow- 
ers whereby he will find his place and use that 
place to shape both himself and society toward 
even nobler ends.” 


The Commission, perhaps being influenced 
by Spencer, employed the organizational 
principle of important life activities to or- 
ganize categories of curriculum aims. Seven 
major areas were presented: 


‚ Health 


‚ Command of fundamental processes 
‚ Worthy home membership 

‚ Vocational education 

. Civic education 


. Worthy use of leisure 
‚ Ethical character" 


мо о Ф о ND — 


Educational Policies Commission. 
After the Great Depression, the Educational 
Policies Commission of the NEA issued a re- 
port entitled The Purpose of Education in 
American Democracy. The commission noted: 


In any realistic definition of education for the 
United States, therefore, must appear the whole 
Philosophy and practice of democracy. Educa- 
tion cherishes and inculcates its moral values, dis- 
seminates knowledge necessary to its func- 
Honing, spreads information relevant to its 
institutions and economy, keeps alive the creative 


dn guttaining spirit without which the latter is 
ead," 


A comprehensive set of four aims, each 
with several corresponding goals (which the 
OMmission called objectives) was deline- 
ated: (1) self-realization; (2) human rela- 
tionships; (3) economic efficiency; and (4) 
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civic responsibility. The aim of se/f-realization 
was to encourage inquiry, mental capabili- 
ties, speech, reading, writing, numbers, 
sight and hearing, health knowledge, health 
habits, public health, recreation, intellectual 
interests, aesthetic interests, and character 
formation. The aim of human relationships in- 
cluded humanity, friendship, cooperation 
with others, courtesy, appreciation of the 
home, conservation of the home, homemak- 
ing, and democracy in the home. The aim of 
economic efficiency encompassed work, occu- 
pational appreciation, personal economics, 
consumer judgment, efficiency in buying, 
and consumer protection. The aim of civic 
responsibility related to social justice, social 
activity, social understanding, critical judg- 
ment, tolerance, conservation of resources, 
social application of science, world citizen- 
ship, law of observance, economic literacy, 
political citizenship, and devotion to democ- 


Tacy.'® 


Education for All American Youth. In 
1944, the Educational Policies Commission, 
still concerned about the purposes of educa- 
tion, formulated several aims of education. 
Influenced by World War II, it stressed the 
overriding aims related to democracy and 
world citizenship, as well as those related to 
the general needs of children and youth. Its 
report, Education for All American Youth, 
listed ten aims, or what it called the “Ten 
Imperative Needs of Youth.” All youth 
need to develop skills and attitudes that en- 
hance the following: 


1. Salable skills and those understandings and 
attitudes that make them intelligent and pro- 
ductive participants in economic life. 

2. Good health and physical fitness. 

3. Understanding of the rights and duties of 
citizens of a democratic society, and those 
necessary to serve as members of the com- 
munity and citizens of the state, nation, and 
world. 

4. Understanding of the significance of the 
family for the individual and society, and the 
conditions conducive to successful family 
life. 
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5. Knowledge of how to purchase and use 
goods and services intelligently, understand- 
ing both the value received by the consumer 
and the economic consequences of their acts. 

6. Understanding of the methods of science, 
the influence of science on human life, and 
the main scientific facts concerning the na- 
ture of the world and humanity. 

7. The development of capacities to appreciate 
beauty in literature, art, music, and nature. 

8. The use of leisure time and the budgeting of 
it wisely, balancing activities that yield satis- 
faction to the individual with those that are 
socially useful. 

9. Respect for other persons, insight into eth- 
ical values and principles, and the ability to 
live and work cooperatively with others. 

10. Growth of their ability to think rationally, to 
express their thoughts clearly, and to read 
and listen with understanding.” 


The Central Purpose of American 
Education. 


Feeling the effects of Sputnik, the Na- 
tional Educational Association’s Educational 
Policies Commission addressed the aims of 
education in 1961: 


Many profound changes are occurring in the 
world today, but there is a fundamental force 
contributing to all of them. That force is the ex- 
panding role accorded in modern life to the ra- 
tional powers of man. By using these powers to 
increase his knowledge, man is attempting to 
solve the riddles of life, space, and time which 
have long intrigued him. 


Educators were concerned that in a real 
sense we were losing excellence—especially 
in mathematics and science. Sputnik had 
caught us by surprise, and the schools were 
identified as the major cause of our coming 
up second. America had to meet the de- 
mands of the space race and the Cold War. 
The Educational Policies Commission’s 
1961 report essentially stressed intellectual 
excellence and thinking competencies. We 
needed to challenge our gifted and talented 
students. 


_The Nation at Risk. In 1983, the Com- 
mission on Excellence in Education was di- 


rected to examine the quality of American 
education and to report its findings. The 
commission concluded that our nation was 
at risk: Our educational system was deliv- 
ering a mediocre performance and the 
schools had lost sight of the basic purposes 
of education. The commission argued that 
“learning is the indispensable investment re- 
quired for success in the ‘information age’ 
we are entering.” 

The Commission noted that educational 
reform should focus on the goal of creating 
a “system of education that affords all mem- 
bers the opportunity to stretch their minds 
to full capacity, from early childhood 
through adulthood.” In the view of the com- 
mission, education was “the essential 
foundation . . . of one’s life” and of society.” 

The Commission made several recom- 
mendations that touched on the directions 
of education and how to address them. The 
first recommendation dealt with content. 
The commission stated: 


We recommend that State and local high school 
graduation requirements be strengthened and 
that at a minimum, all students seeking a di- 
ploma be required to lay the foundations in the 
Five New Basics by taking the following curricu- 
lum during their 4 years of high school: a) 4 
years of English; b) 3 years of mathematics; 93 
years of science; d) 3 years of social studies, and 
e) one-half year of computer science, For the 
college-bound, 2 years of foreign language 1 
high school are strongly recommended.” 


The Commission focused on the need for 
higher standards апа expectations by 
urging educators to “adopt more rigorous 
and measurable standards, and higher ex- 
pectations, for academic performance an 
student conduct, and that 4-year colleges 
and universities raise their requirements for 
admission. ...”2 The Commission also 
made the recommendation that significantly 
more time be devoted to learning the New 
Basics. This would require more effective 
use of the existing school day, a longe" 
school day, and a lengthened school уваг 
Finally, the Commission also urged that сї 
zens across the nation hold educators ап 


elected officials responsible for providing 
the leadership necessary to achieve these re- 
forms, and that citizens provide the fiscal 
support and stability required to bring 
about the reforms it proposed. 

This concern with excellence reflects the 
changing aims of education. Many recent 
reports have stressed the value of excellence 
in education; some reports have considered 
basic learnings for all students as well. 
Mortimer Adler, for example, argued that, 
to meet their obligation, schools must do 
three things: (1) introduce the young to the 
world of learning; (2) teach the young all 
the skills of learning; and (3) give the young 
the incentives and the stimulation to con- 
tinue learning after schooling is con- 
cluded.” 

It is likely that educational aims will con- 
tinue to be furnished by commissions and 
significant individuals. Educators still face 
the challenge of defining their purposes and 
addressing the demands placed on them. 
Groups of educators represent particular 
power factions: ethnic groups, women’s 
groups, religious groups. The challenge for 
curriculum leaders is to process the data 
from these groups such that the aims of ed- 
ucation will be relevant to the present and 
the future and will furnish direction to 
those who create educational programs. 


GOALS OF EDUCATION 


Goals are statements of endpoints or out- 
comes of education—in other words, state- 
ments of purpose. By analyzing a school’s 
goals we can determine the scope of its en- 
tire educational program. Goals, in contrast 
to alms, are not open statements. They аге 
Specific statements written so that those re- 
sponsible for program creation can use 
them as guidelines to achieve particular 
Purposes. Goals are derived from various 
aims and thus provide teachers and curricu- 
um decision makers with broad statements 
of what they should accomplish in terms of 
Student learning as a result of a particular 
Subject or educational program. 
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Levels of Goals. 

Goals can be written at several levels of 
generality. At one extreme, they can be writ- 
ten in such broad phrasing that they are 
similar to aims and reflect a philosophical 
base. At the other extreme, they can be writ- 
ten rather specifically to indicate a concern 
about a particular achievement. 

The distinction between aims and goals 
of education is one of generality. Aims deal 
with the general process of education, such 
as “building worldmindedness” or “creating 
technological literacy.” No particular pro- 
gram in the school will accomplish these 
aims; many aspects of the curriculum quite 
likely will address them. Aims become goals 
when they become more specific and refer 
to a particular school or school system and 
to a specific subject area of the curriculum. 
The aim of “building worldmindedness,” 
for example, might become the social stud- 
ies goal that “students will become aware of 
the various nations of the world and the 
roles that they play in the world commu- 
nity.” 

Much discussion regards the proper 
phrasing of educational goals. Some indi- 
viduals prefer sentences, some phrases, 
some just a single word. The Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development 
identified ten major goals for youth that 
contain several words each: (1) learning self- 
conceptualization (self-esteem); (2) under- 
standing others; (3) developing basic skills; 
(4) encouraging interest in and capability 
for continuing learning; (5) becoming re- 
sponsible members of society; (6) devel- 
oping mental and physical health; (7) 
enhancing creativity; (8) being informed 
about participating in the economic world 
of production and consumption; (9) usiz- 
accumulated knowledge to understand the 
world; and (10) coping with change.” Each 
of these goals contained several subgoals. 

Some educators are more comfortable 
with goal statements that start with infinitive 
verbs. These persons would rewrite the pre- 
ceding list as follows: (1) to develop in stu- 
dents positive self-concepts; (2) to develop 
in students understanding of others; (3) to 
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develop in students command of basic skills; 
(4) to stimulate students’ interests and 
capabilities for continual learning, and so 
forth. 

The Phi Delta Kappa honor society has 
distributed a list of goals that was created by 
the Program Development Center of North- 
ern California. A partial list appears next:” 


1. Learn how to be a good citizen. 

2, Learn how to respect and get along with peo- 
ple who think, dress, and act differently. 

3. Learn about and try to understand the 
changes that take place in the world. 

4, Develop skills in reading, writing, speaking, 
and listening. 

5. Understand and practice democratic ideas 
and ideals. 

6. Learn how to examine and use information. 

7. Develop skills to enter a specific field of 
work. 

8. Develop a desire for learning now and in the 
future. 

9. Practice and understand the ideas of health 
and safety. 

10. Appreciate culture and beauty in the world. 


Many model lists of goals seem to be varia- 
tions of the above list. 

Creating educational goals is really a 
continuing activity in which educators en- 
gage as they consider the philosophies of 
their schools and work to clarify their edu- 
cational aims. The needs of society, of stu- 
dents, or of the particular community com- 
monly give rise to initial statements of 
curriculum goals. When school districts 
have identified current students’ learning 
and behaviors, they often match those with 
their views of what an educated person is. 
When persons analyze their philosophies 
and the aims of their schools, they come up 
with general statements of outcomes— 
results they expect to occur in consequence 
to educational activity. People then make a 
final match between students’ learnings and 
behavior and the goals they have generated. 
The goals are sometimes rank-ordered in 
light of importance or feasibility, or both. 
Persons involved in goal development— 


teachers, community members, and even 
students—are asked to decide if these are 
the goals they wish to address—if these are 
the endpoints to which the program should 
strive. If they answer “yes,” then these goals 
are accepted by those who are creating and 
delivering the curriculum. 


OBJECTIVES OF EDUCATION 


Within the context of educational aims and 
goals, it is necessary to formulate objectives 
that will indicate in more specific terms the 
outcomes of the curriculum or project being 
considered. Throughout much of our his- 
tory objectives have been stated vaguely; 
they are often confused with goals and aims. 
To keep aims, goals, and objectives clearly 
separated it is perhaps helpful to remind 
ourselves that in translating aims into goals 
and finally into objectives, we proceed from 
the very general—couched in a long-term 
framework—to the more specific—couched 
in a short-term time sequence. The se- 
quence is illustrated as follows: 


Philosophy > Aims — Goals > Objectives 


For a particular program or project, then, 
curriculum developers may state a general 
objective like “improving students’ skill in 
information processing when dealing with 
science material.” Under this rather general 
objective, which some might call a goal, they 
must have a series of more specific objec- 
tives. 


Types of Educational Objectives. 


When proceeding from the most general 
statements to the more specific, as illus- 
trated in the sequence above, some curricu- 
lum planners denote several levels ог type 
of objectives. These begin with general 0 
jectives (which indicate general outcomes 
relating to specific areas of the curriculum, 
often courses or subjects and particular 
grade levels) and go to specific outcomes те 
sulting from classroom instruction. 

Hilda Taba asserted that educational ob- 


jectives can be of two sorts; those that de- 
scribe school-wide outcomes and those that 
are more specific and describe behaviors to 
be attained in a particular unit, a subject 
course, ог a particular grade-level pro- 
gram.” Robert Zais classifies the school-wide 
objectives as curriculum goals and the more 
specific objectives as curriculum objectives.” 
Baker and Popham point out that such 
specific objectives can be called instructional 
objectives." Bruce Tuckman and Robert 
Mager note that objectives are often called 
performance objectives and that they in- 
clude a proficiency level.” 

Whatever they are called, objectives are 
more specific than goals, and this specificity 
increases in the progression from general 
curriculum objectives (subject or grade 
level), to unit objectives (classroom level), 
to lesson objectives (also classroom level). 
Objectives are statements that enable curric- 
ulum decision makers—curriculum devel- 
opers, teachers, and even students and 
members of the general public—to identify 
the particular intent of a particular action. 
Both Gronlund and Mager state that a 
meaningful objective is one that communi- 
cates effectively to the reader the instruc- 
tional intent or behavior of the objective as 
well as specific learning outcomes.” 


Behavioral Educational Objectives. In 
our previous discussion, we referred to edu- 
cational objectives as general or specific 
Statements of expected learner outcomes. 
Advocates of both types of objectives have, 
for the past decade or so, debated their 
value. But, the general public and, so it 
seems, the majority of educators have ac- 
cepted the view that specific statements are 
the most effective for educational objectives. 
Mager and others who hold this view believe 
that objectives that are stated precisely will 
- ~ the quality of teaching and learn- 

For an objective to be meaningful, and 
therefore useful in guiding educators 
(whether or not it has been achieved) it 
should be measurable. To the extent that 
educators are unable to measure achieve- 
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ment, the meaningfulness of the objective is 
diminished. Put simply, this means that a 
behavioral objective is a statement of out- 
comes in terms of observable behavior ex- 
pected of students after instruction. 

Mager contends that an educational ob- 
jective must describe: (1) the behavior of the 
learner when demonstrating his or her 
achievement of the objective; (2) the condi- 
tions imposed upon the learner when 
demonstrating mastery of the objective; and 
(3) the minimum proficiency level that will be 
acceptable.” A behavioral objective in sci- 
ence following Mager’s counsel might read 
as follows: 


After studying the unit on energy, the student 
must complete a 100 item multiple-choice text on 
the subject. The student must answer correctly 
75 items and respond to this exam within a one- 
hour period. 


An example for mathematics might be as 
follows: 


Given a worksheet dealing with the process of 
multiplication, the pupil will be able to multiply 
sets of three-place numbers at the rate of one 
problem per minute with 80 percent accuracy. 


Most behaviorists are advocates of such 
objectives. They counsel all who formulate 
objectives to use verbs in the objectives to 
signify observable behaviors, such as “name,” 
“describe,” “solve,” “write,” “build,” “recall,” 
and so on. They urge educators to avoid 
such verbs as “appreciate,” “understand,” 
and “know,” because such words are vague 
and really cannot be easily observed as out- 
comes of education. 


Nonbcaavioral Objectives. Perhaps the 
greatest advantage of behavioral objectives 
is the clarity of communication they foster. 
People reading such objectives know pre- 
cisely what they mean and can determine 
the extent to which they have been attained. 
But advocates of nonbehavioral objectives, 
who are somewhat general in wording, and 
use such words as “appreciate,” “know,” and 
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“understand,” contend that stating objec- 
tives too specifically restricts learning op- 
portunities to those situations that require 
measurement. Objectives that address 
higher-order learning (e.g., analytic think- 
ing, appreciation of literature) are likely to 
be eliminated because they frequently do 
not lend themselves to precise measure- 
ment. Many opponents of behavioral objec- 
tives reject precise objectives as expressions 
of behaviorism. They insist that much learn- 
ing can occur that does not result in overt, 
measurable pupil behavior. Learning in the 
affective domain is a more subtle form of 
learning—and teachers cannot detect the at- 
tainment of positive affective states by ћау- 
ing pupils take 100-item tests and get eighty 
responses correct. 

Behavioral objectives are also criticized 
for not taking into account what Michael 
Polanyi has called tacit knowing: Having 
knowledge that we are perhaps unable to 
verbalize or demonstrate specifically.” One 
example of tacit knowing is being able to 
recognize a familiar face in a crowd, yet not 
being able to describe in any detail the per- 
son’s appearance. 

Advocates of nonbehavioral objectives 
point out that educators must realize that 
there are many indicators of attainment of 
an educational outcome. With behavioral 
objectives, the educational outcome may be 
considered attained if, and only if, such a be- 
havior is demonstrated. Knowledge of sub- 
traction, for example, is attained if and only 
if a child completes eight out of ten subtrac- 
tion examples in a twenty-minute period. 
Are we willing to state that 80 percent is the 
only indicator of achieving this goal? What 
of the student who gets seven out of ten? 
Are curriculum designers really willing to 
enunciate such a narrow interpretation? 

Some advocates of behavioral objectives 
realize the dangers of such a system. They 
realize that if we followed the Magerian 
method for stating objectives we would have 
trivia—and an unmanageable number of 
objectives. These persons do not reject 
behavioral objectives, but they advise curric- 
ulum makers to create comprehensive lists 


of behavioral indices. The behaviors indicated 
are only to be guides that indicate that a 
learning outcome has been attained. Other 
behaviors could also attest that a learner has 
been successful. 

This still is not acceptable to those who 
completely reject the behaviorist posture. 
These people still prefer nonbehavioral ob- 
jectives. Because objectives should indicate 
intended learning outcomes such words as 
“know,” “understand,” and “appreciate” are 
appropriate for objectives. The intent of the 
program is for the student to know some- 
thing or to appreciate something—not to be 
able to do twenty pushups or run ten laps, 
Doing twenty pushups or ten laps, or cor- 
rectly processing twenty subtraction exam- 
ples, indicates performance, not an in- 
tended learning outcome. As Lorin 
Anderson asserts, “A well-written instruc- 
tion objective specifies the desired learning 
outcome in conceptual terms.” It focuses on 
learning outcomes. “Test items, on the 
other hand, specify the desired learning 
outcome in operational terms.” They focus 
on skills and tasks, and are more specific.” 

Those who favor nonbehavioral objec- 
tives are not unconcerned with being pre- 
cise. All educational objectives should be 
stated with sufficient precision to make clear 
what pupils are supposed to learn. The 
verbs “to know,” “comprehend,” “be able 
to,” “enjoy,” and “encounter” are all clear— 
they just are not behavioral! Words like “be 
familiar with” or “become aware of,” of 
“have a feeling for” are vague and are ге- 
jected. 

Teachers who believe in nonbehavioral 
objectives sometimes prepare such objec- 
tives in broad general terms indicating what 
students are to do. Some examples follow: 


As a result of this course, the learner will: 

Be able to interpret the various map symbols 
found on the particular types of map projec 
tions. 

Understand that a community is a place where 
people work and play together. 

Understand the syntax of a sentence and the 
functions of nouns and verbs. 


Be able to perform long division of numbers. 
Demonstrate the ability to do back flips. 
Discriminate between various geometric forms. 
Enjoy folk music. 


Components of Objectives. 


All objectives, whether behavioral or 
nonbehavioral, have components. Some 
components are characteristic of both types 
of objectives—the target individuals or 
learners for whom the objectives are in- 
tended, for example. Both types have, or at 
least imply, an environmental condition in 
which the student is to perform. And both 
types have an operation—a behavior to be 
performed, stated in general terms. Where 
there is a difference is in what Baker and 
Schutz call the behavior mode.“ Behavioral 
objectives usually indicate this component 
specifically. This component identifies the 
terminal behavior by name. Nonbehavioral 
objectives do not have the behavior mode— 
the specific listing in precise terms of just 
what is to be done and how it is to be per- 
formed. Another component that behav- 
ioral objectives have and nonbehavioral ob- 
jectives do not is the statement of the criterion 
or level of acceptable performance.” This 
component indicates the degree of mastery 
or achievement required. 


Means and Ends. Much of the argument 
between behaviorists and nonbehaviorists 
revolves about the nature of and need for 
these components. Just how precise must 
the language in educational objectives be? 
Maritz Johnson and David Pratt make an in- 
teresting and useful distinction between ed- 
ucational intent and the realization of the 
intent. They note that many educators fall 
Prey to the belief that the objective is in real- 
ity the statement that indicates its measure 
of achievement. They state that an educa- 
“onal objective is really a statement of in- 
tent, an expected endproduct, not an actual 
Product. 

Drawing on these arguments, consider 
the following objective: “The student will 
write three statements, three questions, 
three commands, and three exclamations 
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within a fifteen-minute time period and will 
have at least ten of the sentences correct as 
to type and with regard to subjects, predi- 
cates, and punctuation.” 

A person charged with curriculum devel- 
opment should raise the question, “Why do 
I want the student to do this?” A likely re- 
sponse is that by engaging in this activity, 
the student will show a basic understanding 
of the four types of sentences and punctua- 
tion. But does this answer the question? Why 
should a student need to understand these 
types of sentences? Johnson апа Pratt 
would argue that the real reason is that a 
student will be able to apply such knowledge 
of sentence types and write what accurately 
and effectively expresses his or her feelings 
or interpretations of a subject. The real ob- 
jective is not writing three statements, three 
questions, three commands, and three ex- 
clamations; rather, it is writing effectively 
on subjects of the student’s own choosing. 


Guidelines for Formulating Educational 
Objectives. 


Because objectives indicate endpoints ог. 
expected outcomes or points that lead to 
other significant outcomes or points in the 
educational process, careful thought must 
be given to the creation of educational ob- 
jectives. Indeed, giving careful thought to 
objectives increases the probability that a 
particular program will be judged success- 
ful. Educators should consider the following 
points when creating objectives. 


Matching. Objectives should relate to 
the goals and the aims from which they are 
derived. Many curriculum guides include 
objectives that, although perhaps having 
merit, are unrelated to the goals. An objec- 
tive of students’ “understanding” certain sci- 
ence contents, for example, is not in align- 
ment with a goal that students be able to 
utilize particular information-processing 
approaches to uncover scientific under- 
standing. 


Worth. It is often debatable which edu- 
cational objectives have worth and which do 
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not. Many schools overemphasize detail, es- 
pecially in the skills subjects such as reading 
and mathematics. As a result many objec- 
tives are written that have little worth. Even 
in such subjects as social studies we see evi- 
dence of trivial objectives. “The student 
knows that the Mississippi River empties 
into the Gulf of Mexico.” Does such an ob- 
jective have value? Is it essential to know 
such information? Worth also relates to 
whether attaining an objective will have 
value to the student at present and in the fu- 
ture. Indeed, certain subject knowledge 
needs to be eliminated, modified, or up- 
dated because our knowledge base is con- 
stantly changing. 


Wording. Objectives are only effective if 
the persons who are to use them as curricu- 
lum guides are able to understand from 
them the same intended outcomes as their 
writers. Objectives, brief and trimmed of ex- 
cessive wordiness, are easy to understand 
and agree upon. How appropriately an ob- 
jective is worded also depends on its level 
and its scope. Some objectives are written as 
general subject or grade objectives, some 
are written as unit objectives, and some, as 
lesson-plan objectives. Because lesson-plan 
objectives should be worded to indicate 
rather specifically the intended outcomes, 
they may include performance criterion 
statements. This type of precision is not nec- 
essarily needed at the first two levels (subject 
or grade level and unit plan level). 


Appropriateness. Not all objectives need 
to be attained by all students. Curricularists 
must ask, What are the needs of the stu- 
dents? What type of learning outcomes do 
they need to achieve? To determine appro- 
priateness, educators must consider the stu- 
dents who аге to receive the instruction and 
the content within which the curriculum is 
to be delivered. Some objectives might not 
be appropriate because they demand of stu- 
dents behavior that they are incapable of 
pertorming. Some are not appropriate be- 
cause they do not cater to the students’ in- 
terests. Some objectives might be more suit- 
able for students in a particular subject than 


for students interested in a general orienta- 
tion. Some objectives might list outcomes 
that students have already attained. 


Logical Grouping. Objectives should be 
grouped logically so as to make sense when 
units of instruction and evaluation are being 
determined. Frequently, statements of ob- 
jectives lack organizational coherence. In 
many cases, objectives that address a general 
understanding of self—such as understand- 
ing the particular effects of lack of exercise 
on the body—are grouped with objectives 
that are more specific. Often such general 
objectives as students’ understanding how to 
process information are listed alongside ob- 
jectives of students knowing how to write 
complete sentences. The need is to group 
objectives according to some common 
thread or idea; what some observers call a 
“domain.” 


Periodic Revision. No objectives should 
stand for all times; objectives require peri- 
odic revision. This is necessary because stu- 
dents change, society changes, the realm of 
knowledge changes, and instructional strat- 
egies change. Educators should occasionally 
analyze their objectives to determine if they 
are still of value to the program. At times, 
the objective may perhaps still be of value in 
regard to its implied content, but the activi- 
ties, or the behavioral guideline incorpora- 
ted, may no longer be appropriate. 


TAXONOMIC LEVELS 


When making curricular decisions, espe- 
cially when generating objectives, educators 
ideally consider all domains of learning: 
The cognitive, the affective, and the psycho- 
motor. Fortunately, several well-known clas- 
sifications of learning exist for them to use. 
These classifications have organized various 
types of learning into taxonomies. ; 
Perhaps the best-known taxonomic 
classifications of learning in education аге 
those developed by Benjamin Bloom,” Da; 
vid Krathwohl, and Anita Harrow. 
Bloom and his colleagues developed the 


Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: Cognitive 
Domain. Krathwohl and others created the 
Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: Affective 
Domain. Harrow was responsible for A Tax- 
onomy of the Psychomotor Domain. 


The Cognitive Domain. 


Of all the classifications of realms of ob- 
jectives, Bloom’s Taxonomy is perhaps the 
most familiar, and certainly has the greatest 
influence on the formation of objectives. 
The Taxonomy categorizes cognitive learning 
into six major divisions; each upper division 
subsumes the previous lower ones: (1) 
knowledge; (2) comprehension; (3) applica- 
tion; (4) analysis; (5) synthesis; and (6) eval- 
uation. 

When forming objectives, effective cur- 
riculum makers keep in mind at which cog- 
nitive level the objectives are placed. Follow- 
ing is a brief listing, along with illustrative 
examples, of the types of objectives at each 
level of the cognitive taxonomy: 


1. Knowledge. This level includes objectives that 
are related to knowledge of (1) specifics, 
such as specific facts and terminology; (2) 

ways and means of dealing with specifics, 

as conventions, trends and sequences, 
classifications and categories, criteria and 
methodology; and (3) universals and abstrac- 
tions, such as principles, generalizations, the- 
ories, and structures. Example: The student 
will name the highest mountain range in 
Asia, 

2. Comprehension. This level involves objectives 
that deal with (1) translation; (2) interpreta- 
tion; and (3) extrapolation of information. 
Example: When given various geometric 
concepts in verbal terms, the student will 
draw the correct geometric form. 

3. Application. This level includes objectives that 
are related to using abstractions in particular 
Situations. Example: The student will be able 
to predict the effect on a container of ex- 

austing its air contents. 

4. Analysis. This level includes objectives that 
relate to the breaking of a whole into parts 
and distinguishing (1) elements; (2) relation- 
ships; and (3) organizational principles. Ex- 
ample: When given a document to read, the 
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student will be able to distinguish facts from 
hypotheses. 

5. Synthesis. This level includes objectives that 
relate to putting parts together in a new 
form such as (1) a unique communication; 
(2) a plan for operation; (3) a set of abstract 
relations. Example: When confronted with a 
report on pollution, the student will be able 
to propose ways of testing various hypo- 
theses. 

6. Evaluation. This is the highest level in the 
cognitive taxonomy in terms of complexity. 
Objectives at this level would address making 
judgments in terms of (1) internal evidence 
or logical consistency; and (2) external evi- 
dence or consistency with facts developed 
elsewhere. Example: The student will ap- 
praise fallacies in an argument. 


A key assumption many educators bring 
to this cognitive taxonomy is that we should 
proceed from the lower levels to the higher 
levels. Another is that the higher levels of 
learning should be stressed. Most of our ob- 
jectives should be addressing thinking skills 
rather than the recall of knowledge. How- 
ever, we sometimes think that we need to 
spend a great deal of time on knowledge 
since it has so many categories compared to 
the other levels in the taxonomy. We believe 
mistakenly that students first need vast 
amounts of facts before they can process in- 
formation and problem solve. If we keep in 
mind that the upper categories subsume the 
knowledge category, then we will write ob- 
jectives that stress the higher mental proc- 
esses realizing that we are not really ignor- 
ing the dimension of knowledge. 


The Affective Domain. 


Krathwohl and others presented to the 
educational community a taxonomy of ob- 
jectives, consisting of five major categories, 
in the affective domain. Following is a brief 
listing, along with examples, of objectives of 
the categories of the affective domain: 


1. Receiving. Objectives at this level refer to the 
learner’s sensitivity to the existence of 
stimuli. This includes (1) awareness; (2) will- 
ingness to receive; and (3) selected attention. 
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Example: From studying various cultures of 
the Eastern world, the student develops an 
awareness of aesthetic factors in dress, fur- 
nishing, and architecture. 

2. Responding. Objectives at this level refer to 
the learner’s active attention to stimuli such 
as (1) acquiescence; (2) willing responses; 
and (3) feelings of satisfaction. Example: 
The student displays an interest in the topic 
of conversation by actively participating in a 
research project. 

3. Valuing. Objectives in this level refer to the 
learner's beliefs and attitudes of worth. They 
are addressed in the form of (1) acceptance; 
(2) preference; and (3) commitment. Exam- 
ple: The student will take a viewpoint on ad- 
vantages or disadvantages of nuclear power. 

4. Organization. Objectives at this level refer to 
internalization of values and beliefs invol- 
ving (1) conceptualization of values; and (2) 
organization of a value system. Example: 
The student forms judgments about his or 
her responsibilities for conserving natural 
resources. 

5. Characterization. This is the highest level of 
internalization in the taxonomy. Objectives 
at this level relate to behavior that reflects (1) 
a generalized set of values; and (2) a charac- 
terization or philosophy of life. Example: 
The student develops a regulation of his or 
her personal and civic life based on ethical 
principles. 


Although many educators find these cat- 
egories useful, other educators, and many 
parents, view the taxonomy with concern. 
They feel that the school is responsible for 
the cognitive dimensions of learning, but 
has little or no responsibility in the affective 
or values domains. Arthur Combs has been 
an effective spokesperson for affective edu- 
cation: “Education must be concerned with 
the values, beliefs, convictions, and doubts 
of students. These realities as perceived by 
an individual are just as important, if not 
more so, as the so-called ... facts.”*! 


The Psychomotor Domain. 


The psychomotor domain has received 
much less emphasis than either the cogni- 
tive or affective domains. Also, fewer per- 


sons have worked on delineating it. Anita J. 
Harrow has, however, developed a psycho- 
motor taxonomy with several categories: 


1. Reflex Movements. Objectives at this level in- 
clude (1) segmental reflexes (involving one 
spinal segment); and (2) intersegmental 
reflexes (involving more than one spinal seg- 
ment. Example: After engaging in this activ- 
ity, the student will be able to contract a 
muscle. 

2. Fundamental Movements. Objectives in this 
category address behaviors related to (1) 
walking; (2) running; (3) jumping; (4) push- 
ing; (5) pulling; and (6) manipulating. Ex- 
ample: The student will be able to jump over 
a two-foot hurdle. 

3. Perceptual Abilities. Objectives in this division 
address (1) kinesthetic; (2) visual; (3) audi- 
tory; (4) tactile; and (5) coordination abili- 
ties. Example: The student will categorize by 
shape a group of building blocks. 

4. Physical Abilities. Objectives included at this 
level are related to (1) endurance; (2) 
strength; (3) flexibility; (4) agility; (5) 
reaction-response time; and (6) dexterity. 
Example: The student will do at least five 
pushups more at the end of the year. 

5. Skilled Movements. Objectives at this level of 
the domain are concerned with (1) games; 
(2) sports; (3) dances; and (4) the arts. Exam- 
ple: The student can correctly perform a 
series of somersaults. 

6. Nondiscursive Communication. Objectives at 
this final level of the taxonomy relate to ex- 
pressive movement through (1) posture; (2) 
gestures; (3) facial expressions; and (4) crea- 
tive movements. Example: The student will 
be able to create his or her own movement 
sequence and perform it to music. 


The categories of the three taxonomies 
are arranged in a hierarchy in which the lev- 
els increase in complexity from simple to 
more advanced. In the cognitive domain, 
levels two through six connote various 
problem-solving skills and abilities. Each 
level depends on the acquisition of the pre 
vious level. For example, for a student to ап” 
alyze an issue, he or she must be able to 
apply information, must comprehend infor- 
mation, and must have some level of knowl- 


edge. For a student to express a value pref- 
erence, he or she must be able to respond to 
situations and must be willing to receive 
information—that is, he or she must be sen- 
sitive to a particular situation. For a child to 
be skilled at the level of perceptual abilities, 
he or she must have mastered fundamental 
movements and reflex movements. 

The taxonomies, as has already been 
noted, are useful for developing educa- 
tional objectives and for grouping sets of ob- 
jectives. One difficulty educators may have 
is making decisions identifying objectives 
between adjacent categories. This is particu- 
larly true if the objectives are not clearly 
stated. But, if educators carefully reflect on 
their objectives, they should find the taxon- 
omies valuable tools for creating objectives. 
Mindful of these taxonomies, they should 
be able to move their learners from the 
lower to the higher levels of learning in each 
domain. Ideally, effective education calls 
into play all three major domains of learn- 


ing. 


APPROACHES TO EDUCATIONAL 
OBJECTIVES 


Objectives, stated more specifically than 
goals, are designed to communicate to in- 
volved parties—students, teachers, layper- 
sons—the intents of particular actions. 
However, diverse views exist regarding ap- 
proaches to curriculum objectives. Some at- 
tention was given to defining these ap- 
proaches in Chapter 1. 


Behavioral-Rational Approach. 


In the last two decades much attention 
has been given to behavioral objectives. Al- 
though such objectives are rather new to ed- 
ucational dialogue, the theoretical basis for 
them is not; it has been borrowed from be- 
haviorist learning theory (see Chapter 4) in 
psychology and from the concept of “opera- 
tionalism” in science (by which people 
Operationalize or give a tangible or observa- 
ble condition to a particular learning ог dis- 
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position of a human being). For example, 
you may wish to indicate that a person ap- 
preciated good art; however, no one has ever 
seen an “appreciation.” What you need to do 
is to indicate those tangible or observable 
ways of behaving that comprise “apprecia- 
tion.” Armed with such a tangible definition 
of appreciate, you have a better indication 
of what you are looking for or intending 
with your objectives. 

In this connection, B. F. Skinner views 
the curriculum as being formulated accord- 
ing to behavioristic objectives.” To Skinner, 
the teacher’s role is primarily a mechanical 
one of arranging contingencies of reinforce- 
ment, in a sequenced and step-by-step pro- 
cedure, under which the students are auto- 
matically conditioned toward specific 
terminal ways of behaving. Taking this ap- 
proach to objectives, we view method as the 
scheduling of reinforcement contingencies 
established by the teacher or the curriculum 
developer. 

This concern for high levels of behavioral 
specificity has some history in American 
business and education. It is tied closely to 
the notion of curriculum as a production 
system in which ihe student is a product to 
be acted upon. This view of the curriculum 
received attention during the early decades 
of this century, when educators were at- 
tempting to relate scientific management to 
education." 

Franklin Bobbitt (along with his contem- 
porary W. W. Charters) developed activity 
analysis, a means of obtaining objectives 
efficiently. Activity analysis is a variation of 


job analysis, by which the basic components 


of a job are noted in order to determine how 
someone might be trained to do that job.“ 
Bobbitt argued that life consisted of per- 
forming specific activities. If education was 
preparation for life, it must prepare stu- 
dents to be skilled in the performance of 
these activities. The educator’s task was to 
analyze these activities and make their com- 
ponent parts definite and particular. Once 
the parts were identified, they could then be 
taught. Bobbitt reasoned that such activities 
would be the basis for the objectives of the 
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curriculum. “The curriculum will then be 
that series of experiences which children 
and youth must have by way of attaining 
these objectives.” 

Popham and Baker defined the curricu- 
lum as “all planned learning outcomes for 
which the school is responsible.” They 
viewed curriculum as the ends and instruc- 
tion as the means. This separating of curric- 
ulum and instruction as ends and means 
continues to affect behavioral objectives. 
Popham argued: “Measurable instructional 
objectives are designed to counteract what is 
to me the most serious deficit in American 
education today, namely a preoccupation 
with the process without assessment of con- 
sequences.” He lists three areas in which 
“measurable objectives have considerable 
potential—in curriculum (what goals are se- 
lected); in instruction (how to accomplish 
those goals); and in evaluation (determining 
whether objectives of the instructional se- 
quence have been realized). 

Gagné and Briggs made a similar point. 
They stated that greater precision in the 
definition of objectives meets two needs: 
The need for communication of the pur- 
poses of instruction and the need for evalu- 
ation of instruction. They note that in 
achieving precision in stating objectives 
“one is said to be ‘defining objectives in 
terms of human performance [or human 
behavior]. ” When objectives are so stated, 
an individual is “informed as to what must 
be observed” in order to determine the 
achievement of the course’s purpose.” 


Intellectual-Academic Approach. 


Behaviorism influences greatly the writ- 
ing of objectives; nonetheless, the intellec- 
tual-academic approach is also an important 
approach to curricular activity. Although 
when this approach to forming objectives 
actually started is debatable, few would con- 
test Dewey’s influence on it. Dewey iden- 
tified the fundamental factors to which the 
educator should attend as: (1) the learner; 
(2) society; and (3) organized subject matter. 
He cautioned educators not to consider 
these three factors as separate, for when this 


happens this “interaction is transformed 
into an unreal, and hence insoluble, theoret- 
ical problem. Instead of seeing the educa- 
tive process steadily and as a whole, we see 
conflicting terms. We get the case of child 
ys. the curriculum; of the individual nature 
ys. social culture.” 

Despite Dewey's admonition, educators 
over the years have continued to separate 
these factors, and to thus switch allegiances 
in succeeding periods from discipline- 
centered studies to learner-centered curric- 
ula, from curricula with a social relevance 
thrust to curricula stressing basic skills. Each 
of these three sources has at various times 
become the primary source of doctrine fora 
particular approach to the curriculum. 
Dewey's view of these three sources of the 
curriculum were and continue to be consid- 
ered by educational thinkers. 

Thus, when Ralph Tyler provided a 
method for formulating objectives, he relied 
on three sources of the curriculum: (1) stud- 
ies of the learner; (2) studies of contempo- 
rary life; and (3) suggestions from subject 
matter specialists. Many today give Tyler 
the credit for formulating these three 
sources. But, Dewey had discussed them as 
three sources forming an interacting dy- 
namic. Actually, Tyler’s model of curricu- 
lum development is ап ends-means (ог 
behavioral) approach. In this approach, the 
setting of purposes or objectives as ends af- 
fect the kinds of content and activity, and 
their organization, that most likely will assist 
education in reaching its goal. ‘These objec- 
tives also affect the means of evaluation and 
what will be considered standards of accept- 
able performance. 


The Systems-Managerial Approach. 


_ The systems-managerial approach to cur 
riculum is a way of thinking. In Figure 6-1, 
Roger Kaufman notes that a systems ар- 
proach is an overall process by which needs 
are identified, problems selected, require- 
ments for problem resolution determined, 
solutions chosen from alternatives, actua 
methods and means obtained and imple- 
mented, results evaluated, and revisions €n- 


Educational System Planning 
(Problem Identification) 


1.0 
Identify 
Problem 
(from Needs) 


and Solution 
Alternatives 


FIGURE 6-1 Education as a Management Process 
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Educational System Synthesis 
(Problem Resolution) 


Determine 
Performance 
Effectiveness 


Source: From Roger A. Kaufman, “А System Approach to Education: Derivation 
and Definition,” A У Communication Review (Winter 1968). Reprinted by 
permission of the Association for Educational Communications & Technology. 


acted. These various states can be divided 
into two major stages: problem identifica- 
tion and problem resolution.” р 
Sometimes the systems-managerial ap- 
proach appears in educational instructions 
under the guise of management by objec- 
tives. Management by objectives (MBO) can 
be considered as a philosophical approach 
whereby all school personnel identify their 
common and uncommon goals as a basis for 
defining successful criteria for evaluating 
the degree of goal attainment. Some people 
call this approach behaviorist. MBO rests on 
the assumption that school operations can 
be conducted in a logical and effective pat- 
(егп. One can identify directions, plot ac- 
tion, implement such action, and evaluate 
the success of such implementation.” 
_ Although MBO is not a complex process, 
it still includes an acceptance of the systems- 
managerial posture. When the school func- 
tions as a system it consists of a number of 
components, each differentiated from the 
others in terms of particular functions to be 
performed; all of these components contrib- 
ute in some way to the accomplishment of 
the organization’s purpose. Further, the 
term system implies that the relationships 
among the various components are charac- 
terized by interdependence, regularity, ог- 
der, and predictability.” 


Humanistic-Aesthetic Approach. 


Б. ашын believe that the function of 
the curriculum is to provide each learner 
with intrinsically rewarding experiences 


that will foster personal liberation. Human- 
ists view the goals of education as personal 
growth, integrity, and autonomy. The goals 
and objectives of the humanist are to enable 
individuals to actualize their human poten- 
tial. The resulting curriculum program 
should contain experiences through which 
individuals can expand their awareness of 
being human. Humanists deal with such 
questions as: What is real? What is human? 
What is good? In processing such questions 
educators can arrange educational objec- 
tives and experiences to allow students to at- 
tain personal dignity and self-worth. Wein- 
stein and Fantini embrace the notion that 
education in a free society should have a 
broad human focus, which is best served by 
educational objectives resting on a personal 
and interpersonal base and dealing with stu- 
dents’ concerns.” 

The idea of self-actualization is central to 
the humanistic-aesthetic approach to educa- 
tion. Earl Kelley asserts that the self has to 
be achieved; it is not given. The self is, how- 
ever, achieved through social contact, and 
therefore it has to be understood in terms of 
others. Carl Rogers, a recognized spokes- 
person for this approach, indicates that the 
goals and objectives of such a curriculum 
should be geared to enabling the individual 
student to gain an openness to experience, 
to view living as a process, and to trust his or 
her own experiencing. The individual 15 
thus able to view himself or herself аз be- 
coming a more fully functioning individ- 
ual.” 
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Abraham Maslow, a major figure in the 
development of humanistic psychology, 
viewed self-realization as multidimensional, 
as relating to life achievement, as continu- 
ally evolving. Thus, the curriculum was con- 
stantly changing as well. Every learner is, in 
part, “his own project” and makes the 
currriculum fit his own needs.” The objec- 
tives and goals that humanists favor address 
openness and tend to be stated in humanis- 
tic rather than behavioral or rational terms. 
The prime criterion is that such objectives 
must encourage self-actualization; they 
must relate to peak experiences. For Maslow 
such experiences are those that give rise to 
love, hate, anxiety, depression, and joy. 
Maslow noted that the peak experiences of 
awe, mystery, and wonder are both the end 
and the beginning of learning. 

Philip Phenix has expanded some of 
Maslow’s thinking. Phenix believes that the 
curriculum must do more than concentrate 
on academic knowledge. It must stress 
transcendence—the limitlessness of experi- 
ence. Stressing transcendence, the student 
will experience every event within a context 
of wider relationships and possibilities. Phe- 
nix indicated that certain qualities are asso- 
ciated with transcendence—hope, creativity, 
awareness, doubt and faith, wonder, awe, 
and reverence.” Focusing on these dimen- 
sions permits optimal individual develop- 
ment. 

Objectives in the humanistic-aesthetic 
camp direct the teachers to furnish learners 
with opportunities to become their own per- 
sons, and to gain control over their proc- 
esses of learning, to realize the complexity 
of existence. Some teachers in this camp do 
not write explicit or precise objectives. They 
allow the objectives, if there are any, to 
“evolve” from the experiences that students 
have. If we were looking at a curriculum 
guide for a humanistic-aesthetic curricu- 
lum, for example, we might find such objec- 
tives as: (1) students will have experiences 
that will help them become self-directed and 
involved in the learning process; (2) stu- 
dents will gain in self-confidence: and (3) 
students will become more considerate of 


others. Such objectives do not list specific 
behaviors that the students are to demon- 
strate, nor do they indicate any criteria of 
performance. But, these so-called “vague” 
statements are still objectives, for they do 
present educational outcomes. 


Reconceptualist Approach. 


The questions asked by advocates of the 
behavioral-rational, systems-managerial, and 
intellectual-academic approaches to the for- 
mation of objectives and the creation of 
curriculum are not considered by the recon- 
ceptualists to be the key questions. Reconcep- 
tualists think that curricularists are preoccu- 
pied with the practical and technical modesof 
understanding and action. William Pinar as- 
serts that the key question is not what are the 
purposes of the school, but rather Why do Las 
an individual identify with particular people 
or certain situations? Why do 1 read these au- 
thors and not those? Why am I fascinated with 
this play and not that play?” 

In a sense, reconceptualists are like hu- 
manists; reconceptualists, however, are much 
more critical of education and view the educa- 
tional arena from an existential, aesthetic, 
and spiritual framework. For this reason, the 
objectives of the reconceptualists are open 
ended. Macdonald indicates that the objec- 
tives of the curriculum should be to foster ће 
individual's development of interests.” 

Most reconceptualists have not provided 
specific advice on creating objectives. Rather, 
they have critiqued the field of curriculum 
and reinterpreted its major issues. Because 
there isa tendency to stress philosophical and 
ideological issues, the reconceptualists have 
little time to worry about the smaller issues, ог 
the mechanics, of writing objectives.” 


Challenges. 


Educators are certainly being challenged 
by these various approaches to objectives 
and to the resulting curricula. Although 
many of them will not have to decide among 
these approaches, they will need to know 
that such approaches to objectives do exist 


and that each makes various assumptions 
regarding the schools, education, the curric- 
ulum, the students, and the teachers. Quite 
likely, those faced with making decisions 
about objectives will draw on different as- 

ts of each of these approaches. Those 
using the behavioral-rational approach will 
write their curriculum objectives in behav- 
ioral terms; those confronted with ensuring 
that the school program is delivered accord- 
ing to plans, schedules, and programs will 
draw on the systems-managerial orientation 
to objectives and their delivery. For certain 
teaching and learning aspects of the curric- 
ulum, some will draw heavily on the 
humanistic-aesthetic approach, and a few 
may learn to be reconceptualists. 

Considering goals and objectives as state- 
ments of endpoints in students’ learning 
raises the issue of how to determine whether 
the competency implicit or explicit in an ob- 
jective is stated appropriately. Although 
behavioral objectives have the “virtue” of 
clarity, they usually only indicate the observ- 
able levels of learning—some would argue 
only the trivial or lowest outcomes of the 
curriculum.” 

Expanding on this point—that objectives 
tend to trivialize important issues—Joseph 
Schwab asserted that curriculum developers 
who overrely on endless strings of objectives 
tend to separate what should be held to- 
gether. “They atomize, not only subject mat- 
ter, but teachers’ thoughts about it, the pat- 
tern of instruction used to convey it, the 
organization of textbooks, and the analysis 
and construction of tests.” 

Behavioral objectives can easily denote 
logical and rational thought, but they can 
hot easily describe creative and intuitive 
learning or internalized value systems. Be- 
havioral objectives seem to indicate that 
havior is unidimensional rather than 
multidimensional. Advocates assume, for 
instance, that all students who list the major 
river systems in the United States have the 
identical understanding or are exhibiting 
the same competency at the same level. The 
objectives developed seem to be for all stu- 

ents, but for those dents who are able to 
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specialize and excel, they would be limiting. 

Many curriculum specialists are con- 
cerned that behavioral objectives do not 
seem to focus on higher-order tasks and 
skills. Other educators, however, are con- 
cerned that the focus on precise objectives is 
likely to cause educators to ignore the 
unintended consequences—either positive 
or negative—of the curriculum on the 
learners. 

Curriculum development also deals with 
the issue of competencies. Educators must 
question, What competencies? Competen- 
cies in what subject areas? An individual’s 
approach to curriculum will influence how 
he or she processes such questions. The 
behavioral-rationalists will respond, “Those 
skills necessary for working in the world.” 
Intellectual-academics may say, “Those sub- 
jects necessary for earning a living and 
meeting responsibilities as a citizen.” Those 
involved in systems-managerial approaches 
might respond, “Those subjects that enable 
one to obtain a better understanding of the 
world and its many systems апа subsys- 
tems.” Humanistic-aesthetics might re- 
spond, “Those competencies that enable in- 
dividuals to know who they are, and that 
contribute to the development of positive 
self-concepts.” Reconceptualists, on the 
other hand, might say, “Those competen- 
cies needed to engage in self-inquiry and to 
seek out meaningful relationships in life.” 

All of the approaches to creating objec- 
tives have shortcomings. The behavioral- 
rational approach might be viewed as too 
structured and trivial. The systems-mana- 
gerial approach could be viewed as techno- 
cratic, and an offshoot of behaviorism. The 
intellectual-academic approach could be 
viewed as middle of the road, where a posi- 
tion is avoided. The very strength of the 
humanistic-aesthetic camp is perhaps also its 
major weakness; the wording of such objec- 
tives is “vague” and open to interpretation 
and misinterpretation. A program following 
such objectives might меј] lack internal 
consistency—that is, the program under one 
teacher’s direction might differ radically 
from the “same” program following the 
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same general objective taught by another 
teacher. 

The reconceptualists’ approach can also 
be criticized as not furnishing enough 
specific guidance about how to form objec- 
tives. We might also fault such objectives as 
being directed more toward political and so 
cial realities than educational concerns.” 

Both the humanistic-aesthetic and the 
reconceptualist approaches are difficult to 
assess: When have we attained the endpoint, 
the expected outcome? Even though educa- 
tors can agree that endpoints are only points 
that lead eventually to other points in a con- 
tinuum of existence, they still need some in- 
dication that they are at least on the correct 
track with regard to their purposes. It is not 
likely that advocates of these approaches 
will come to any agreement in the near fu- 
ture, because persons in these camps are not 
just arguing about the wording of objec- 
tives, but are debating the basic purpose of 
education itself—and they are coming up 
with different answers as a result of their in- 
herent philosophical orientations. 


CONCLUSION 


We have presented in great detail informa- 
tion on aims, goals, and objectives. The 
chapter began with a discussion of the na- 
ture of aims. We presented aims that have 
been created by various groups and com- 
missions. Aims essentially guide and direct 
our educational efforts. Aims are generated 
in response to general societal concerns at 
particular times. 

Goals are statements that are more 
specific than aims; they indicate endpoints 
or outcomes of education. It was pointed 
out that often goals are generated by com- 
missions, but that educators do and can take 
more active roles in creating goals. It was 
also mentioned that creating goals is a con- 
tinuous activity. 

The major portion of the chapter dealt 
with the objectives of education. We at- 
tempted to present a complete picture of 
objectives, giving much attention to both 


behavioral and nonbehavioral objectives, 
Discussion centered on the common compo- 
nents of the various types of objectives, 
which illustrates that objectives differ per- 
haps more in degree than in kind. But, саге. 
ful attention must be given to the formula- 
ion of objectives. Guidelines жеге рге- 
sented to assist this process. 

The diversity of levels of objectives was 
presented in a discussion of the various 
taxonomies that are available for guiding 
the creation of objectives. Such taxonomies 
help educators write objectives. The various 
philosophical approaches assist as well. We 
presented these to show the “richness” of 
views that we really need to consider when 
formulating objectives. 
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chapter 7 


CURRICULUM DESIGN 


The concept of curriculum design brings 
into focus the way in which curricula are 
created, especially the actual arrangement 
of the parts of the curriculum plan. In this 
chapter the term curriculum design—some- 
umes called curriculum organization—refers 
to the arrangement of the elements of a cur- 
riculum into a substantive entity. Which de- 
sign someone actually selects is influenced 
by his or her curriculum approach and phil- 
osophical orientation. 

The parts, sometimes called components 
or elements, that are arranged in a curricu- 
lum design are: (1) aims, goals, and objec- 
tives; (2) subject matter; (3) learning experi- 
ences; and (4) evaluation approaches. The 
nature of these components and the man- 
ner in which they are organized in the cur- 
riculum plan comprise what we mean by 
curriculum design. Although most curricu- 
lum plans have within their design these 
four essential elements, often they are not 
given equal weight. Frequently, content or 


subject matter receives the primary empha- 
sis. But, sometimes schools do create designs 
that stress primarily objectives and evalua- 
tion approaches. Some designs give primary 
emphasis to learning experiences or activi- 
ties. 


COMPONENTS OF DESIGN 


When considering curriculum design, the 
curriculum decision maker confronts the 
question: What general structure of the cur- 
riculum can I develop so that autonomy of 
the parts does not confuse the design as a 
whole?! As already mentioned, curriculum 
design is concerned with the nature and 
arrangement of four basic curricular parts. 
These parts are rooted in the classic work of 
H. Giles, an offshoot of “The Eight-Year 
Study.” He used the term “components” to 
show the relationship, and included learn- 
ing experiences under “method and organi- 
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zation.” The relationship is shown in Figure 
7-1. 

The design’s four components suggest to 
the curriculum maker four questions: What 
is to be done? What subject matter is to be 
included? What instructional strategies, re- 
sources, and activities will be employed? 
And what methods and instruments will be 
used to appraise the results of the curricu- 
lum? According to Giles, the four compo- 
nents interact with each other; decisions 
made about one component are dependent 
on decisions made about the others. 

While Giles presented the paradigm, it is 
very similar to a model that Tyler developed 
several years later. Tyler's model, however, 
denotes a linear attention to the key ele- 
ments of the curriculum, while Giles’s para- 
digm shows ongoing interaction among the 
components. Tyler, who also worked on 
“The Eight-Year Study,” claims to have 
influenced Giles in his conceptualization of 
the curricular framework.’ 

Curriculum design involves various phil- 
osophical or theoretical issues as well as 
practical issues. А person’s philosophical 
stance will have an impact on his or her in- 
terpretation and selection of objectives; in- 
fluence the content he or she selects and 
how he or she will organize it; affect his or 
her decisions about how to teach or deliver 
the curriculum content; and guide his or 
her judgments about how to evaluate the 
success of the curriculum developed. 

Not all designs need to have the four 
components noted by Giles. But a curricu- 
lum design does need to provide a consist- 
ent framework of values and priorities for 


ЫМ 


Subject Method and 
matter organization 


‘Evaluation 


FIGURE 7-1 Тһе Components of Design. 
From Н. Н. Giles, $. Р. McCutchen, and A. М, Zechiel, 
Exploring the Curriculum (New York: Harper, 1942), p. 2. 


dealing with the operational decisions nec- 
essary for delivering the curriculum. 

If a curriculum is designed adequately, it 
defines for the curriculum decision maker 
the nature and scope of the components in 
the curriculum that are to receive particular 
attention.’ Hilda Taba noted that most cur- 
riculum designs contain Giles’s four compo- 
nents, but that many lack balance, because 
the elements are poorly defined or are not 
considered in relation to a theoretical ra- 
tionale.’ Indeed, the various types of de- 
signs that we discuss in this chapter are re- 
ally the result of loading on a particular 
component or element of the curriculum. 


Sources for Curriculum Design. 


Those charged with curriculum design 
must clarify their philosophical and social 
views of society and the individual learn- 
er—or what is commonly called the sources 
of curriculum. To determine the influences 
of curriculum design, attention must be 
given to how such sources will influence ed- 
ucation. How the curriculum planner re- 
sponds to the question: “What are the 
sources of ideas for education?” will impact 
his or her views of curriculum design. For 
this reason, it is essential for curriculum de- 
signers to identify their philosophical and 
social orientations. If they ignore philosoph- 
ical and social questions, their curriculum 
designs will have limited or confused ration- 
ales. Taba notes that “much of the distance 
between theory and practice may be caused 
by just such lack of rationale.” 

Ronald Doll describes four sources of 
ideas that undergird curriculum designs— 
science, society, eternal verities, and Divine 
Will.’ These sources are somewhat similar to 
those sources of curriculum; identified by 
Dewey and Bode and popularized by Tyler— 
knowledge, society, and the learner." 


Science as a Source. Persons who View 
science as a source for curriculum rely ћеау- 
ily on the scientific method for determining 
truth. They select and arrange in the curri- 
ulum those elements of reality that can be 
observed and quantified. The subject 
centered designs discussed later usually 


come from persons who view science as the 
prime source of ideas. 


Society as a Source. Curriculum design- 
ers favoring society as a source for the cur- 
riculum believe that because the school is an 
agent of society, the school should draw its 
ideas for the curriculum from the analysis 
of the social situation. 

Although Dewey certainly thought of ed- 
ucation as enabling people to improve soci- 
ety, he was mindful that it was necessary for 
educators to consider society as a source. He 
wrote: “Whenever we have in mind the 
discussion of a new movement in education, 
it is especially necessary to take the broader, 
or social view.” If we fail to consider the 
broad, social view, then the change will be 
“looked at as the arbitrary inventions of par- 
ticular teachers, at the worst transitory fads, 
and at the best merely improvements in cer- 
tain details.” The modification going on in 
curriculum and instructional matters is as 
much a product of the changed social situa- 
tion, and as “much an effort to meet the 
needs of the new society that is forming, as 
are changes in modes of industry and com- 
merce,” 

But Bode pointed out years later, “The 
purpose of education is not to fit the indi- 
vidual for a place in society, but to enable 
him to make his own place. . . .”"” Some per- 
sons consider that the government should 
lead the way in deciding how to design the 
curriculum—so our curricula would be simi- 
lar to European national curricula. In this 
view, the curriculum would only change in 
response to legislative or judicial mandates. 
Other persons believe that curricular design 
should be intended to perpetuate society. 
Reconstructionists take an opposite stance; 
the curriculum should emphasize ideas that 


ош change and/or improve the social or- 
ет. 


Eternal and Divine Sources. Some peo- 
ple consider that designers should simply 
draw on the past for guidance as to what is 
appropriate content. This traditional view, 
Which reflects a perennialist philosophy, 
Proposes selecting those eternal truths ad- 
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vanced by great persons in the past. Such 
designs stress the content element. 

Divine will as an undergirding factor for 
curriculum design, related to eternal truth, 
notes that the elements of the curriculum 
are revealed to humans through the Bible 
or through other religious documents. Al- 
though this was a popular view during the 
colonial period in New England, it is not fol- 
lowed by public schools today because of 
mandated separation of church and state. 
But, many private and parochial schools do 
consider this source of the curriculum de- 
sign most important. 


Knowledge as a Source. Some might in- 
terpret science as the source of the curricu- 
lum design as too limiting because it ignores 
content from other fields of study. If we 
consider knowledge itself as one of the 
prime sources of curriculum, we certainly 
will not leave out any particular content. 
Hunkins has gone so far as to suggest that 
knowledge is perhaps the only source of 
curriculum, and that society and what we 
know about learners really serve as filters in 
the selection of content." Certainly knowl- 
edge cannot be ignored. Herbert Spencer 
placed knowledge within the framework of 
curriculum when he asked “What knowl- 
edge is of most worth?” It is the same ques- 
tion that Arno Bellack raised eighty years 
later when he examined knowledge in rela- 
tionship to the various disciplines and struc- 
ture of a curriculum." 

Those who place knowledge at the cen- 
ter, or as a key source, realize that it is or- 
ganized in specialized ways. Disciplined 
knowledge has a particular structure and a 
particular method or methods by which its 
scholars extend its boundaries. Undisci- 
plined knowledge does not have unique 
content, but has content that is “clustered” 
according to the focus of the investigation. 
Physics has a unique conceptual structure 
and a unique process. But home economics 
is undisciplined in that its content is not 
unique to itself but is drawn from various 
other disciplines and adapted to a special fo- 
cus. 
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The Learner as a Source. Some believe 
that the curriculum should be derived from 
what we know about the learner: How he or 
she learns, and forms attitudes, generates 
interests, forms values. Progressive cur- 
ricularists and educators who favor learner- 
centered and experience-centered curricu- 
lum designs (we discuss both designs later in 
this chapter) consider the learner as the pri- 
mary source. 

Those who put emphasis on the learner 
tend to ignore subject matter and knowl- 
edge, at least the latter are given secondary 
emphasis. Today, with the current stress on 
academic excellence, _ learner-centered 
curricularists are on the defensive and per- 
ceived as outdated. Elementary school 
teachers, however, still recognize the impor- 
tance for dealing with the needs and inter- 
ests of the child as the major source of cur- 
riculum design. At the secondary school 
level, learner-centered designs аге. wan- 
ing—a reversal from the 1960s and 1970s, 
when “relevancy” and “humanism” were 
faddish."* 


Conceptual Framework: Horizontal 
and Vertical Organization. 


Curriculum design, the organization of 
the components or elements of curriculum, 
exists along two basic organizational dimen- 
sions—horizontal and vertical. Horizontal or- 
ganization engages the curriculum worker 
with the concepts of scope and integration— 
that is, the side-by-side arrangement of cur- 
riculum elements. For instance, arranging 
content from the separate subjects of his- 
tory, anthropology, and sociology into a 
course dealing with contemporary studies 
involves horizontal organization. Taking 
content from one subject, such as mathe- 
matics, and relating it to content in another, 
such as science, is another example of hori- 
zontal design. 

Vertical organization, which centers on 
the concepts of sequence and continuity, is 
concerned with the longitudinal placement 
of curriculum elements. Placing “the fam- 
ily” in first grade social studies and “the 


community” in second grade social studies is 
an example of vertical organization." Fre- 
quently, curricula are organized so that the 
same topics are introduced and treated in 
different grades, but at increasingly more 
detailed and difficult levels. This also is ver- 
tical organization. For instance, in mathe- 
matics the concept of set is introduced in 
first grade and reintroduced or mentioned 
at each succeeding year in the elementary 
curriculum. This corresponds with Bruner’s 
idea of the “spiral curriculum.” 

Even though design decisions are essen- 
tial it appears that curricula in schools are 
not the result of careful design delibera- 
tions. In most school districts, overall curric- 
ular designs receive little attention. Most 
school curricula, regardless of school level, 
are not really closely related either vertically 
or horizontally. Curricular elements, in fact, 
often give the appearance of a patchwork 
quilt.'® As one patch in the quilt has nothing 
to do with the next patch, except that it is 
sewed to it, so the element, for example, of 
curriculum objectives has no relation to the 
element of content. Curriculum often exists 
as disjointed clusters of content organized as 
particular items that frequently duplicate 
and/or conflict with other items. Robert Zais 
has noted that many courses in the schools’ 
curricula are really the result of current “ed- 
ucational” fashion and not careful delibera- 
tions about design." 


DESIGN DIMENSION 
CONSIDERATIONS 


As already noted, curriculum design is а 
statement noting the relationships that exist 
among the components or elements of а 
curriculum. Curricularists must, when con- 
sidering design, view it on several dimen- 
sions—scope, integration, sequence, conti- 
nuity, articulation, and balance. 


Scope. When considering the design ofa 
curriculum, educators need to address the 
breadth and depth of its content—that 1$, 15 
scope. J. Galen Saylor defines scope 10 the 


following manner: “By scope is meant the 
breadth, variety, and types of educational 
experiences that are to be provided pupils 
as they progress through the school pro- 
gram. Scope represents the latitudinal axis 
for selecting curriculum experiences.” 
What content should be included in the cur- 
riculum? What activities should Бе in- 
cluded? What will be the extent and ar- 
rangement of such curricular elements? 


Integration. The major challenge in 
dealing with scope is integrating the myriad 
learnings that students are to encounter at a 
particular level of the curriculum. Ideally, 
those designing curricula realize that learn- 
ing is more effective when content from one 
field is related meaningfully to content from 
another field. Integration emphasizes hori- 
zontal relationships among various content 
topics and themes. It is an attempt to inter- 
relate content with learning experiences 
and activities to ensure that students’ needs 
are met. If ideas and concepts are used as 
basic threads for showing relationships, in- 
tegration can be achieved in several ways, 
including but not limited to combining sub- 
jects and/or showing how content cuts across 
subject matter. 


Sequence. When considering sequence, 
curricularists are challenged to deal effec- 
tively with the curricular elements so that 
the curriculum fosters cumulative and con- 
tinuous learning, or what is referred to as 
the vertical relationship among curricular 
areas. Taba has noted that people dealing 
with sequence have addressed content but 
have given little or no attention to the se- 
quences of processes—those skills requisite 
for dealing with the content.” She argued 
that this failure to pay serious attention to 
sequence in terms of the cumulative devel- 
opment of intellectual and affective proc- 
esses has resulted in less-than-optimal cur- 
Ticula as well as problems articulating 
among the levels of schooling. 

Persons addressing sequence have been 
aware of the longstanding controversy over 
whether the sequence of content and expe- 


Curriculum Design 169 
riences should be based on the logic of the 
subject matter or on the way in which indi- 
viduals process knowledge. Those arguing 
for sequence based on psychological princi- 
ples draw on an understanding of and re- 
search on human growth, development, and 
learning. Piaget’s research has provided a 
framework for sequencing content and ac- 
tivities and relating expectations to what we 
know about how individuals function at 
various cognitive levels.” Kohlberg’s re- 
search has provided a similar service re- 
garding individuals’ moral development 
and the ways in which individuals process 
types of moral issues and concepts.”! 

Certainly, in organizing content into a 
productive sequence, we cannot totally dis- 
regard how individuals develop and learn. 
But, neither can we neglect the substantive 
structure or logic of the content. Nor can we 
forget that learners have individual and 
group interests and needs, and that these 
concerns must also be addressed. 

Curricularists faced with sequencing con- 
tent have drawn on some fairly well-ac- 
cepted learning principles. Smith, Stanley, 
and Shores introduced four such principles: 
simple to complex learning, prerequisite 
learning, whole to part learning, and chron- 
ological learning.” 


1. Simple to complex learning indicates that 
content is optimally organized in a sequence 
going from simple subordinate components 
or elements to complex components de- 
picting interrelationships among compo- 
nents. It draws on the idea that optimal 
learning will result when individuals are pre- 
sented with easy, often concrete, content and 
then with more difficult, often abstract, con- 
tent. 

9. Prerequisite learning is similar to part to 
whole learning. It works on the assumption 
that bits of information or learning must be 
grasped before other bits of learning can be 
comprehended. 

3. Whole to part learning receives support 
from educational psychologists.” They 
urged that the curriculum be arranged so 
that the content or the experience 15 pre- 
sented first in an overview (abstract) fashion 
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to furnish students with a general idea of the 

information or situation. 

4. Chronological learning is another favored 
organizer for sequencing content. Fre- 
quently, history, political science, and world 
events are organized in this manner. Curric- 
ularists refer to this type of organization as 
“world-related”: The content is sequenced as 
it seems to or does occur in the world. 


Posner and Strike also furnished the field 
of curriculum with four other organizers 
for determining sequence: concept-related, 
inquiry-related, learning-related, and utili- 
zation-related learning.” The concept-related 
method draws heavily from the structure of 
knowledge. It focuses on the interrelation- 
ships among and between concepts rather 
than on the real world. Mathematics and 
logic are in large measure organized in this 
manner. The inquiry-related sequence is de- 
rived from the nature of procedures em- 
ployed by scholars in the field. The steps 
they would take in processing a sequence of 
concepts and principles in their investiga- 
tions would become the sequence of topics 
in the curriculum. The learner-related se- 
quence concerns how individuals learn or 
should experience content and activities. 
Utilization-related learning draws on how 
people who use some knowledge or engage 
in a particular activity in the world actually 
proceed through it. Although it may appear 
to be a novel way of considering sequence, it 
closely resembles the “activity analysis” pro- 
posed by Bobbitt and Charters many years 
ago. 


Continuity. Continuity deals with the 
vertical manipulation or repetition of cur- 
riculum components. Tyler indicated that 
if, for example, reading skills is an impor- 
tant objective, then “it is necessary to see 
that there is recurring and continuing op- 
portunity for these skills to be practiced and 
developed. This means that over time the 
same kinds of skills will be brought into 
continuing operation.””* 

Continuity accounts for the reappear- 
ance in the curriculum of certain major 


ideas or skills about which educators feel 
students should have increased depth and 
breadth of knowledge over the length of the 
curriculum. 

Continuity is most evident in Bruner’s 
notion of the “spiral curriculum.” Bruner 
noted that the curriculum should be organ- 
ized according to the interrelationships be- 
tween or structure of the basic ideas of each 
major discipline. For students to grasp these 
basic ideas and structures, “they should be 
developed and redeveloped in a spiral 
fashion”—in increasing depth and breadth, 
as a pupil progresses through the grades. 
Wrote Bruner, “A curriculum as it develops 
should revisit these basic ideas repeatedly, 
building upon them until the student has 
grasped the full formal apparatus that goes 
with them.”” 

The concept of the spiral curriculum re- 
lates not only to the vertical integration of 
knowledge but also to the horizontal inte- 
gration, or the adding of breadth. When ed- 
ucators seek to improve the linkages among 
topics within a given discipline or subject 
field, they are dealing with the vertical artic- 
ulation of the curriculum. When they are 
organizing the curricular elements to stress 
the interrelationships between and among 
different elements, disciplines, subject 
fields, or experiences, they are concerned 
with the horizontal articulation of the cur- 
riculum. 


Articulation and Balance. Articulation 
refers to the interrelatedness of various as- 
pects of the curriculum. The relation can be 
either vertical or horizontal. Vertical articu- 
lation depicts the relationships of certain as- 
pects in the curriculum sequence to lessons, 
topics, or courses appearing later in the pro- 
gram’s sequence. For instance, a teacher 
might design introductory or ninth grade 
algebra so that concepts in the algebra class 
are related to key concepts in a geometry 
course. Horizontal articulation refers to the 
association between or among elements 
occurring simultaneously. Horizontal artic- 
ulation takes place, for instance, when cur- 
riculum designers attempt to develop inter- 


relationships between eighth grade social 
studies and eighth grade English courses. 

Articulation is difficult to achieve, and 
few school systems have mapped out proce- 
dures by which the various interrelation- 
ships among varied and distinct parts can be 
made evident to the planners or to the 
teachers and learners. One reason for the 
difficulty is that it is sometimes a difficult 
task to determine just what are the 
interrelationships among subjects. Curric- 
ula arranged by subjects often pay no atten- 
tion to connections with any other subject 
matter. 

When designing a curriculum, educators 
are also concerned that appropriate weight 
be given to each aspect of the design so that 
distortions do not occur. A balanced curricu- 
lum is one in which students have opportu- 
nities to master knowledge and to internal- 
ize and utilize it in ways that are appropriate 
for their personal, social, and intellectual 
goals. Because the curriculum can be viewed 
from different frames of reference—subject 
matter, discipline, student interests, student 
experiences, values, persistent problems— 
the curriculum components that are to be 
balanced will take on different forms and 
dimensions. However, regardless of the de- 
sign, the components must be balanced. 

John Goodlad argues that the curriculum 
should be balanced in terms of subject mat- 
ter and the learner. He comments: 


Much recent and current controversy over the 
curriculum centers on the question of what kind 
and how much attention to give learners and 
subject matter, respectively. The prospect of 
Stressing one to the exclusion of the other ap- 
pears scarcely worthy of consideration. Nonethe- 
less, the interested observer has little difficulty 
finding school practices emphasizing one compo- 
hent to the impoverishment of the other.” 


Perhaps the curriculum will never be 
fully balanced, because schools are slow to 
adapt to the changing needs of the individ- 
ual and society, and because they are 
influenced by whim and fads. Educators 
tend to put too much emphasis on one sub- 
Ject, or a group of subjects, at the expense of 
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others. The criteria for emphasis are often 
based on pressure and subjectivity, not sys- 
tematic planning and objectivity. The latest 
fad often dominates the direction of curric- 
ulum design. 


REPRESENTATIVE CURRICULUM 
DESIGNS 


Curriculum components can be organized 
in numerous ways. However, all curriculum 
designs are modifications and/or integra- 
tions of three basic design types: (1) subject- 
centered designs; (2) learner-centered de- 
signs; and (3) problem-centered designs. 
Each category comprises several examples. 
Subject-centered designs include subject de- 
signs, discipline designs, broad field designs, 
and correlation designs. Learner-centered 
designs are those identified as child-cen- 
tered designs, experience designs, romantic/ 
radical designs, and humanistic designs. 
Problem-centered designs consider life situ- 
ations, core designs, and social problem/ 
reconstructionist designs. 


Subject-Centered Designs. 


Subject-centered designs are by far the 
most popular and widely used curriculum 
designs. This is because knowledge and con- 
tent are well accepted as integral parts of the 
curriculum. Schools have a strong history of 
academic rationalism; furthermore, the ma- 
terials available for school use also reflect 
content organization. 

The category of subject-centered designs 
has the most classifications of any of the de- 
signs. This richness may result from our 
greater understanding of knowledge, or 
from the very strong tradition knowledge or 
content has in our culture. Concepts central 
to а culture are more highly elaborated than 
peripheral ones. In our culture, content 5 
central to schooling; we thus have many 
concepts to depict our diverse organiza- 
tions. 

Subject Design. The subject design is 


both the oldest school design and the best 
known—to both teachers and laypeople. It 
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is so well known because teachers and 
laypersons are usually educated and/or 
trained in schools employing it. It is also 
popular because it corresponds to textbook 
treatment and how teachers are trained as 
subject specialists. This design is based on a 
belief that what makes humans unique and 
distinctive is their intellect; the searching for 
and the attainment of knowledge are the 
natural fulfillment of that intellect. 

An early spokesperson for the subject 
curriculum was Henry Morrison, who was 
the state superintendent of public instruc- 
tion in New Hampshire before he joined the 
University of Chicago. Morrison argued 
that the subject matter curriculum contrib- 
uted most to the literacy of the individual 
and that literacy skills should be the focus of 
the elementary curriculum. This orientation 
to subject matter reflected a mental disci- 
pline approach to learning and a perennial- 
ist orientation to subject matter. Morrison 
also felt that such a design could allow a stu- 
dent at the secondary school level to develop 
interest and competence in one subject area. 
However, he proposed that a variety of 
courses should be offered to address the 
needs of different students.” 

William Harris, superintendent of the St. 
Louis schools in the 1870s, also receives 
credit for fostering this curriculum design. 
Under Harris’s guidance, the St. Louis 
schools established a subject-oriented cur- 
riculum that took firm hold there well into 
this century. Indeed, some would argue that 
the subject design is still alive and well. One 
educator notes that most Americans would 
recognize this curriculum design, which he 
classifies as the conservative liberal arts 
design, as the type they experienced in 
school.” In the mid-1930s Robert Hutchins 
indicated what subjects would be part of 
such a curriculum design: (1) language and 
its uses (reading, writing, grammar, litera- 
ture); (2) mathematics; (3) sciences; (4) his- 
tory; (5) foreign languages.” Arthur Bestor 
urged that a curriculum containing similar 
content divisions be offered all students.” 
Several observers point out that the back-to- 
basics movement and the current focus on 


educational excellence in the United States 
are reflections of the subject matter orienta- 
tion.” 

In the subject-matter design, the curricu- 
lum is organized according to how knowl- 
edge has been developed in the various sub- 
ject areas. With the explosion of knowledge 
and the resulting specializations in the 
various fields of knowledge, subject divi- 
sions have not only become more numerous 
but also exceedingly complex. For instance, 
history has been divided into cultural his- 
tory, economic history, and geographic his- 
tory. English, at least at the college level, has 
become even more complex; attention is 
paid to literature, writing, oral expression, 
reading, linguistics, and grammar as major 
subject divisions. 

To the purest educators, each separate 
subject represents a specialized and unique 
body of content. The basis for content or- 
ganization is primarily the division of labor 
accepted by academic scholars, who have, 
over the years, agreed on ways in which to 
organize subjects: History, anthropology, 
literature, economics, mathematics, chemis- 
try, and so on. Dewey, however, cautioned 
that dividing knowledge into separate sub- 
jects isolates and compartmentalizes knowl- 
edge. 

This organization of curricular content 
also assumes that these subjects are systema- 
tized primarily on (1) a chronological basis; 
(2) prerequisite learning; (3) whole to part 
mastery; and (4) deductive learning. The 
teacher usually assumes the active role. Lec- 
ture, recitation, and large group discussion 
are major instructional techniques utilized 
with this design.“ Usually discussion pro- 
ceeds from simple to complex ideas. Logic is 
emphasized. 

Advocates of this design defend the em- 
phasis on verbal activities. They argue that 
knowledge and ideas are best communt 
cated and stored in verbal form. Many edu- 
cators today, in fact, agree that learning Б 
primarily a verbal activity. Advocates also 
note that a prime advantage of the design 15 
that it introduces students to the essential 
knowledge of society. Also, the design 5 


easy to deliver because complementary text- 
books and support materials are commer- 
cially available. Tradition, too, is on its side. 
People are familiar with this format, having 
gone through schools using it. 

Critics, however, say that the design pre- 
vents individualization of the program, and 
deemphasizes the notion of the learner.” 
Other critics contend that stress on subject 
matter fails to foster social, pscyhological, 
and physical development, and to some ex- 
tent fosters a scholarly elite—a ruling class 
based on knowledge. 

Another drawback of this design is that 
learning tends to be compartmentalized and 
to stress mnemonic skills. Subjects are thus 
not related to the reality of the students. 
Perhaps the major problem is, then, that 
this design stresses content and neglects stu- 
dents’ needs, interests, and experiences. An- 
other danger is that, in delivering such a 
curriculum, the teachers tend to foster in 
students a passivity for learning. 

Dewey was concerned about isolating 
subject matter from the learner’s reality. He 
was also concerned about compartmentaliz- 
ation of subject matter, and adherence to 
the organization of subject matter “that was 
almost completely contemptuous of [the 
learner's] experience.” Tyler went one step 
further, arguing that overemphasis on sub- 
Дес! matter resulted іп a curriculum that was 
“too technical, too specialized, or in other 
ways ... inappropriate for a large number 
of ... students.” Indeed, the need is for 
balance. The idea is to ask: What can your 
subject contribute to students who are not 
going to be specialists in a given field? How 
can the subject be best organized to meet the 
heeds of the majority of students, the aver- 
age layman, the citizen in general? Speciali- 
zation and compartmentalization should be 
reflected only in elective courses and ad- 
vanced courses as students major in a field 
of study. If education is life, all life has, 
from the outset, a scientific aspect, an aspect 
of art and culture, and an aspect of commu- 
nication,’ 

‚ Discipline Design. The discipline de- 
sign that appeared in the post World War II 
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era evolved from the separate-subject de- 
sign. This new design grew rapidly in popu- 
larity during the 1950s and reached its ze- 
nith during the mid-1960s. Its popularity 
was tarnished somewhat during the student 
protests of the 1970s, but it is still present in 
much curriculum organization in the ele- 
mentary and secondary schools and espe- 
cially in colleges and universities. 

Like the separate-subject design, the dis- 
cipline design’s basis is the inherent organi- 
zation of content. However, whereas the 
subject design does not make clear the 
foundational basis upon which it is organ- 
ized or established, the discipline design’s 
orientation does specify its focus on the aca- 
demic disciplines. 

King and Brownell, proponents of this 
design, indicate that a discipline is specific 
knowledge that has the following essential 
characteristics: A community of persons, an 
expression of human imagination, a do- 
main, a tradition, a mode of inquiry, a con- 
ceptual structure, a specialized language, a 
heritage of literature, a network of commu- 
nications, a valuative and affective stance, 
and an instructive community.” 

Disciplined knowledge is the key aspect 
of this curriculum design. Content for the 
school curriculum is determined in part by 
identifying or creating a discipline’s struc- 
ture and using this foundation as a guide 
for selecting the school content and organiz- 
ing it for learning. This stress on disciplined 
knowledge can be likened to a “command” 
to only teach the disciplines—science, math- 
ematics, English, history, and so on. The as- 
sumption used by advocates to support their 
advice is that the school is a microcosm of 
the world of intellect, and that the disci- 
plines reflect that world.” This means that 
the manner in which the content is to be 
learned is suggested by the methods schol- 
ars employ to study the content of their 
fields. Students in history would approach 
the subject matter as would a historian, and 
students in biology would investigate biolog- 
ical topics following procedures advocated 
by biologists. 

This point is important. Even though 
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proponents of the discipline design view as 
necessary experiencing the disciplines in the 
school, they stress understanding the con- 
ceptual structures and the processes of the 
disciplines. This is perhaps the essential dif- 
ference between the disciplines design and 
the subject matter design. In the discipline 
design, students experience the disciplines 
so that they can comprehend and even con- 
ceptualize, whereas in the subject matter de- 
sign the students are considered to have 
learned if they just acquire knowledge and 
information. Sometimes, it is difficult to de- 
termine whether in fact a classroom has a 
subject matter or a discipline design. The 
key distinguishing characteristic seems to be 
whether students are involved in actually 
using some of the methods of the discipline 
to process information. 

In the discipline design, students are en- 
couraged to see the basic logic or structure 
of each discipline—the key relationships, 
concepts, and principles—and to under- 
stand the discipline’s modes of inquiry— 
what Joseph Schwab calls the “syntactical 
structure.” This approach allows students 
“to attack unfamiliar problems and to grasp 
the relationship of new phenomena not pre- 
viously encountered [with] phenomena al- 
ready experienced.” 

Jerome Bruner perhaps can be credited 
with making the term structure a common 
educational term. His book, The Process of 
Education, became the “gospel” for those 
advocating the disciplines orientation. 
Bruner asserted that those charged with 
curriculum development must focus on the 
structure of subject matter and the transfer 
of learning. What Bruner meant by struc- 
ture is that the student is able to transfer 
what he has learned to new problem situa- 
tions. “He is in the position to recognize 
wherein ‘new’ [problems] to be solved are 
not new at all, but variants on a familiar 
theme already learned.” 

To Bruner, learning occurs when the stu- 
dent recognizes the key ideas and funda- 
mental principles of a discipline and notes 
the interrelationships of these ideas and also 


their applicability to many situations. The 
learner, by recognizing the fundamental 
and general ideas that constitute the struc- 
ture of the discipline, will be able to continu- 
ally broaden and make more sophisticated 
his or her knowledge. In effect, he or she 
will have learned how to learn. Bruner 
maintains, “The continuity of learning that 
is produced by the second type of transfer, 
transfer of principles, is dependent upon 
mastery of the structure of the subject mat- 
ter.” He continues, “The more fundamental 
or basic is the idea he has learned ... the 
greater will be its breadth of applicability to 
new problems.” 

A most attractive notion of the disciplines 
approach expounded by Bruner was that 
“any subject can be taught in some effec- 
tively honest form to any child at any stage 
of development.” Contrary to what many 
persons had held, Bruner argued that stu- 
dents are able to comprehend the funda- 
mental principles of any subject at almost 
any age. And children can thus understand 
the structure and operations of a discipline 
at any age—such understanding does not 
need to await adolescence or adulthood. 

Bruner has been criticized as having a ro- 
mantic notion of students аз scholars. 
Developmentalists have disagreed with his 
thesis that “intellectual activity anywhere is 
the same,” and point out that the processes 
of the young child, for example, differ in 
kind and in degree from the thinking proc- 
esses of adolescents and adults. There are 
also small differences between sexes in the 
early grades in terms of how children proc- 
ess cognitive information." 

Dewey also spoke against the tendency to 
make students into “little scholars.” He 
noted that there are qualitative changes in 
the intellectual development of children. 
Moreover, he argued that when “working” 
with content, children have a style of learn- 
ing that is directly productive rather than 
investigative; they want to use the informa- 
tion rather than advance their realms of 
knowledge. Children are concerned with 
discovering facts already known to scholars. 


Their activity is regulated by practical inter- 
est, not research or hypothetical thinking.” 

Another proponent of the disciplines, 
Philip Phenix, noted, in contrast, that by 
drawing on or arranging knowledge in dis- 
cipline format, we actually simplified the 
knowledge. In drawing out key elements for 
the purposes of generalization, we abstract 
information in order to simplify and reduce 
its complexity. In recognizing patterns 
among a great diversity of information, we 
make it easier to say something about the in- 
formation. For Phenix, the disciplines also 
enabled the student to continue his or her 
search for more understanding. This, for 
Phenix, was the characteristic of dynamism. 
“Disciplines do not merely simplify and 
coordinate; they also invite further analysis 
and synthesis. A discipline contains a lure to 
discovery.” 

The discipline design did not escape criti- 
cism. It was challenged by many for the 
same reasons that the separate-subject de- 
sign was questioned. Curricula designed ac- 
cording to the structure of a discipline fo- 
cused on acquiring knowledge for its own 
sake and organizing information into isola- 
ted and self-serving domains. Knowledge in 
the disciplines was not related to the lives of 
the students. Its detachment from the stu- 
dents’ experiences and interests weakened 
the motivational quality of the content. 
Many educators criticized the design for as- 
suming that the students must adapt to the 
curriculum, rather than that the curriculum 
must adapt or be modified to meet students’ 
requirements.” Additionally, the design was 
attacked for assuming that all students have 
acommon or at least a similar type of learn- 
ing style. The design tended to emphasize 
academically oriented students and to ig- 
nore nonacademic students. This later 
evolved as a major criticism, as educators 
turned to the needs of the disadvantaged in 
the mid-1960s and 1970s. Perhaps the 
greatest shortcoming of the design was that 
it caused the schools to ignore the vast 
amount of information that could not be 
classified as disciplined knowledge. Such 
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knowledge—dealing with aesthetics, hu- 
manism, personal-social living, апа voca- 
tional education—is important and needs to 
be part of the school’s curriculum. 


Broad Fields Design. The broad fields 
design, another variation of the subject- 
centered design, appeared as an effort to 
correct the fragmentation and compart- 
mentalization caused by the subject design. 
Essentially, this design permits the melding 
of two or more related subjects into a single 
broad or fused field of study—a curriculum 
design that deviated from the traditional 
subject pattern of the perennialists and 
essentialists. 

In the 1930s and 1940s, broad fields were 
part of the movement for integrated stud- 
ies. At that time, the design served as a re- 
sponse to society's demands for integration 
of knowledge and more» comprehensive 
models of knowledge.” The justification for 
the design is the same today. One reason for 
its continued popularity is that it dissolves 
subject boundaries in ways that make the in- 
formation meaningful to the pupils. Also, it 
allows the teacher to have more flexibility in 
choosing content. But, perhaps it is most 
popular because, by integrating separate 
subjects, it enables learners to see relation- 
ships among the various subjects of the cur- 
riculum. Knowledge thus comprises a 
meaningful whole. 

Early in this century the design first ap- 
peared at the college level. Courses so or- 
ganized allowed students to experience the 
methods of inquiry and to generalize knowl- 
edge across broad fields of information 
rather than single disciplines. Students were 
thus able to gain understanding of an entire 
field. 

Even though the broad fields design has a 
long history, its use in secondary schools is 
relatively recent. At the secondary level, this 
design in fact shares the spotlight with the 
separate-subjects design. But, the broad 
fields design has become the standard pat- 
tern for most elementary school curricula. 
In these schools, biology, chemistry, and 
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physics are integrated into general science. 
Literature, grammar, composition, and 
speaking аге part of the language arts cur- 
riculum. History, geography, sociology, po- 
litical science, anthropology, and economics 
are the foundations for the elementary so- 
cial studies curriculum. 

Harry Broudy et al. offered a unique 
broad fields design during the Sputnik era. 
They suggested that the entire curriculum 
be organized into the following categories: 
(1) symbolics of information—English, for- 
eign language, and mathematics; (2) basic 
sciences—general science, biology, physics, 
and chemistry; (3) developmental studies— 
evolution of the cosmos, evolution of social 
institutions, and evolution of human cul- 
ture; (4) exemplars—modes of aesthetic ex- 
perience that would include art, music, 
drama, literature; and (5) molar problems 
that would address typical social problems.”! 
This last category would have a yearly vari- 
ety of courses depending on the social prob- 
lems of the times. 

This broad fields design still receives at- 
tention from curriculum specialists. The 
National Society for the Study of Education 
recently discussed this design for all stu- 
dents. Its curriculum included mathematics, 
natural sciences, language and literature, 
aesthetics and fine arts, and social studies.” 

The broad fields approach usually com- 
bines separate subjects from within a do- 
main of knowledge; sometimes, however, 
this curriculum design enables the blending 
of content from two or more branches of 
knowledge into an entirely new field of 
study. Futuristics is such a new field of 
study. It synthesizes knowledge from math- 
ematics, sociology, statistics, political sci- 
ence, economics, education, and various 
other fields. Multicultural education is an- 
other new content area; it draws informa- 
tion from sociology, psychology, history, 
and anthropology. 

Like any design, this one has its prob- 
lems. One is the issue of breadth versus 
depth. Having students spend a year study- 
ing social studies teaches them a greater and 


more varied range of social science concepts 
than they would learn if they just took a year 
of history. But, is their knowledge of the 
various social sciences superficial? Certainly 
a year of history will furnish more historical 
knowledge than a year of social studies. But 
then the question arises, at least at the ele- 
mentary level, is it necessary to have great 
depth? Is not the purpose of the curriculum 
to have students understand the entire field 
of social science knowledge? How this ques- 
tion is answered depends in part on the par- 
ticular philosophical posture of the school. 


Correlation Design. Correlation is a de- 
sign employed by those who do not wish to go 
as far as creating a broad fields design, but 
who do realize that there are times when sep- 
arate subjects require some linkage in order 
to reduce fragmentation of curricular con- 
tent. Correlation is an attempt to eliminate 
the isolation and compartmentalization of 
subjects without radically overhauling the 
subject curriculum. For example, a science 
teacher might wish to collaborate with the so- 
cial studies teacher by having students write 
papers dealing with the history of some par- 
ticular scientific theory. Or these teachers 
might cooperate in getting students to un- 
cover the history behind a particular environ- 
mental problem. Often, when courses are 
organized ina problems approach, such link- 
ages are formalized. But, the divisions be- 
tween the subjects аге maintained—at no 
time does the science course become unrec- 
ognizable or the history course lose its iden- 
tity. 

Almost any part of the curriculum can be 
organized in this design. Courses in litera- 
ture can be correlated with courses in art 
and music by connecting them through 
various themes, such as Romanticism. Sci- 
ence and mathematics are easily correlate 
because mathematics provides a powerful 
tool for dealing with science content. But, 
not all correlated designs link content from 
different subject fields. Courses from within 
the same field—such as history and geogra- 
phy or history and sociology—can be corre- 


lated as well. Because correlated subjects 
maintain their identity, however, a true cur- 
riculum synthesis does not take place. 

The notion of a correlated design was at- 
tractive to many. Alberty and Alberty were 
famous for their discussion of the correlated 
core, which was usually English and Ameri- 
can history at the secondary level or social 
studies and language arts at the elementary 
level. They presented a variant of this de- 
sign that employed an “overarching theme.” 
This version of core retained the basic con- 
tent of the subjects, but the content was se- 
lected and organized with reference to 
broad themes, problems, or units.” 

This variation of core required that 
classes be scheduled in a block of time. So 
scheduled, teachers of the various content 
areas to be correlated could work together 
and have students working on assignments 
that drew from the correlated content areas. 
Thus, if teachers were having students in- 
vestigate the history of industrialization in 
the United States, they would have students 
emphasize topics that dealt with science— 
perhaps the chemistry involved in making 
iron ore into steel, for example. 

Today, few teachers are actually using 
the correlated design, possibly because it re- 
quires that they plan their lessons coopera- 
tively. This is usually very difficult to accom- 
plish because teachers have self-contained 
classes at the elementary level and do not 
have time for such collaboration. At the sec- 
ondary level, teachers are organized into 
separate compartments that tend to encour- 
age isolation. Teachers must also meet time 
schedules dictated by specified classes, and 
50 may have little time to work with other 
teachers in team-teaching arrangements. 
Further, most class schedules do not allow a 
sufficient block of time for students to 
meaningfully study correlated subjects. 
Modular scheduling, which would allow for 
this, really never received wide acceptance. 


Learner-Centered Designs. 


All curricularists are concerned with 
creating curricula that are valuable to stu- 
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dents. In response to those educational 
planners who consider that in creating cur- 
ricula of value one must emphasize subject 
matter, educators early in this century as- 
serted that students are the center or focus 
of the program. Supporters of this posture, 
largely progressives, advocated what have 
come to be called learner-centered designs. 


Child-Centered Designs. At times, espe- 
cially when the learner-centered design was 
first gaining a foothold in educational think- 
ing, its advocates insisted that virtually all 
school learning activities should be centered 
around the felt needs and interests of the 
child. Many of these early advocates re- 
jected the traditional notion of the child as a 
miniature adult and accepted the romantic 
metaphor of the child as a flower that would 
unfold naturally with the proper “educa- 
tional gardening.” 

Much of this thinking originates from 
Rousseau’s version of education, espoused 
in his book Emile, published in 1762. Rous- 
seau wrote, “God makes ай things good; 
man meddles with them and they become 
evil.”* But Rousseau was not for child an- 
archy. He called for “well-regulated liberty” 
that was to be assumed within the compe- 
tence levels of the child. Teachers were thus 
to pique a child’s curiosity by providing di- 
rection using means that were appropriate 
for the development for the age of the child. 
Rousseau noted that as a child approaches 
adolescence, “much skill and discretion are 
required to lead him towards theoretical 
studies.” Teachers were to provide the pupil 
with opportunities to observe nature and 
learn on his own. “Put the problems before 
him and let him solve them himself. . . . Let 
him not be taught science, let him discover 
it.” 

Proponents of this design also drew on 
the thinking of some other early pedagog- 
ical giants. Heinrich Pestalozzi and Fried- 
rich Froebel argued that children would 
attain self-realization through social partici- 
pation; they voiced the principle of learning 
by doing. Their social approach to educa- 
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tion furnished a foundation for much of the 
work of Francis Parker. 

The child-centered design, often attrib- 
uted to John Dewey, was really conceived by 
Parker, who laid the foundations for this 
movement. Parker had studied pedagogy in 
Germany, and he knew well the work of 
Pestalozzi and Froebel. He tried out his 
ideas while he was superintendent of 
schools in Quincy, Massachusetts.” 

Parker believed that the methods of in- 
struction should be patterned by the child’s 
natural approach to learning. He suggested 
that because children learn to speak a lan- 
guage by using words, they should be taught 
reading by a “word method.” Thus, teachers 
were encouraged to perfect ways of involv- 
ing children in conversations in order to 
teach reading. To teach geography, Parker 
urged teachers to take children on field trips 
and have them make sketches of landscapes 
and simple maps. This would be more pro- 
ductive than reading a textbook. This ap- 
proach, which became known as the Quincy 
system, attracted national attention. 

Dewey deduced similar notions in his 
early thinking. In 1896, he had a chance to 
put some of his ideas, and Parker’s, into 
action in his laboratory school at the Univer- 
sity of Chicago.” The curriculum was or- 
ganized around human impulses—the im- 
pulse to socialize; the impulse to construct; 
the impulse to inquire, to question, to ex- 
periment; and the impulse to express or to 
create artistically. Dewey, like Parker, 
viewed education as a social process that 
served a social function. Through education 
the individual had his or her capacities 
freed so as to achieve social aims. Dewey 
viewed the development of individuality in 
the child, the person, as something devel- 
oping continuously, not something given all 
at once and ready made. 

William Kilpatrick, a colleague of Dew- 
еу'ѕ when the latter changed his affiliation to 
Teachers College, Columbia University, at- 
tempted to merge the behaviorist psychol- 
ogy of the day, particularly Thorndike’s S-R 
psychology and connectionism (see Chapter 
4), with Dewey’s progressive philosophy.” 


Kilpatrick combined four steps in method- 
ology, which were actually behaviorist 
steps—purposing, planning, executing, and 
judging—with highlighted projects (ranging 
from school classroom projects to commu- 
nity projects). The one major criterion for 
what came to be known as the “Project 
Method” was the presence of a dominating 
purpose.” 

Although Kilpatrick's Project Method 
and the experience movement in general 
were applied in the elementary schools, and 
were often indistinguishable from each 
other, Kilpatrick argued that the difference 
was that his doctrine had “social purpose” 
whereas the experience-centered curricu- 
lum had only “child purpose.” Nevertheless, 
when forced to choose who would plan the 
curriculum, the child or teacher, Kilpatrick 
chose the former, arguing that “if you want 
to educate the boy to think and plan for 
himself, then let him make his own plan.” 
In this respect, he differed from Dewey, 
who emphasized the guidance of the 
teacher. 

The emphasis on the child displaced the 
emphasis on subject matter. In addition, 
when subject matter was presented, it was 
no longer separated into “narrow” divisions 
but was “integrated” around units of experi- 
ence or social problems. The idea that a so- 
lution to a problem required using methods 
and materials from several subject fields was 
inherent in the child-centered, experience- 
centered curriculum. This new emphasis оп 
the learner also led to “life needs,” “life- 
adjustment education,” “persistent life situ- 
ations,” “common learnings," and “соге”® 
methods for organizing bodies of knowledge 
and subject matter. Curriculum specialists 
of the day gradually turned to problem- 
centered and broad fields courses—that 15, 
they integrated subject matter from various 
fields as needed for the understanding an 
solution of social problems. 

The child-centered design of curriculum 
really flourished in the 1920s and 1930s, 
primarily under the work of the progres” 
sives, but its foundations had been lai 
earlier. In 1904, Junius Merian established a 


school that stressed the child and his or her 
activities. The school, located at the Univer- 
sity of Missouri, used observation, play, sto- 
ries, and children’s handwork as the basis 
for organizing curriculum experiences. 
Ellsworth Collings, in 1917, introduced the 
child-centered curriculum іп the public 
schools of McDonald County, Missouri. He 
advocated using play projects, excursion 
projects, and story projects to organize for 
learning activities.” Even though these 
schools were quite successful within their 
own confines, and the movement did ap- 
pear in much educational literature, it really 
only gained limited acceptance. Educators, 
in fact, have never seriously considered this 
design for secondary schools. 


Experience-Centered Designs. Experi- 
ence-centered curriculum designs closely 
resembled the child-centered designs in that 
they used the concerns of children as the ba- 
sis for organizing the children’s school 
world. However, they differed from child- 
centered designs in their view that the 
interests and needs of children cannot be 
anticipated and, therefore, a curriculum 
framework cannot be planned for all chil- 
dren. After the children arrived at school, 
programs could then be created that were 
geared to their unique interests. The needs 
and interests of the children would deter- 
mine the actual curriculum. Growth and 
learning were considered to be completely 
dependent on the active participation of 
children in activities that were congruent 
with their needs. Subjects were only fur- 
nished to. help children solve problems of 
their own choosing. This notion—that a cur- 
Ticulum could not be preplanned, that 
everything had to be done “on the spot” by 
each teacher reacting to each child—made 
this design almost impossible to implement. 
It also put people in a posture of ignoring 
the vast amount of information they had 
about children’s growth and development— 
Cognitively, affectively, emotionally, and so- 
cially, 

Those favoring the child-centered or 
€xperience-centered curriculum placed 
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heavy emphasis on the learners’ interests. 
Pupils’ interests have received much atten- 
tion throughout this century. However, cau- 
tions about relying solely on children’s inter- 
ests have been made frequently. Harold 
Rugg and Ann Shumaker wrote in 1928, 
“We do not dare leave longer to chance—to 
spontaneous, overt symptoms of interest on 
the part of occasional pupils—the solution 
of this important and difficult problem of 
construction of a curriculum for maximum 
growth.”® 

In 1934 Dewey noted that “interests” had 
come to be equated with choices delineated 
by the child. Dewey said that some of the 
current thinking was transferring the re- 
sponsibility of creating curricula from edu- 
cators to children. Educators needed to be 
aware that children’s interests tended to be 
transitory or accidental, rather than endur- 
ing and of major significance. The teacher 
was responsible for identifying and cultivat- 
ing children’s interests, even forming new 
ones, that were prized by the community 
and compatible with the evolution of soci- 
ety. Many years later, Boyd Bode cautioned 
that it was major educational folly to build 
the curriculum on the quicksand of stu- 
dents’ ephemeral interests.” It seems that 
many current advocates of this design have 
forgotten or chosen to ignore these cau- 
tions. 

Many current advocates of the learner- 
centered design have, however, taken an 
adversarial position when considering their 
design in relation to the subject-center de- 
sign camp. They assume an either-or 
posture—one either supports a design with 
content at the center or a design with the 
child at the center. Many have counseled 
against such an either-or stance. For exam- 
ple, Dewey pointed out that there were fal- 
lacies in both camps. The learner was not a 
“tabula rasa,” a passive receiver of estab- 
lished subject matter content. Neither was 
the learner “the starting point, the center, 
and the end” of school activity.” 

Dewey argued that educators had to at- 
tend to the subject matter of the curriculum. 
The various studies “embody the cumula- 
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tive outcomes of the efforts, the strivings, 
and the successes of the human race genera- 
tion after generation.” But, educators 
could not ignore the child in curriculum de- 
sign because the child had to be viewed as 
fluent, embryonic, and vital: “Abandon the 
notion of subject-matter as something fixed 
and ready-made in itself, outside the child’s 
experience; cease thinking of the child’s ex- 
perience as something hard and fast . . . and 
we realize that the child and the curriculum 
are simply two limits which define a single 
process. Just as two points define a straight 
Не, 

Several current curriculum specialists 
have argued that we need to meld our cur- 
ricular concerns as relating to both the sub- 
ject matter or content of the curriculum and 
the child and his or her experiences. In 
their definition, Tanner and Tanner iden- 
tify the curriculum as the reconstruction of 
knowledge and experience, systematically 
developed under the auspices of the 
school.” Other curriculum reformers have 
translated the ideas of the experience move- 
ment into courses emphasizing touching, 
feeling, and Gestalt psychology. Still others 
have emphasized life experiences, with 
credit for working in community-based and 
career-based activities intended to prepare 
students for adult responsibility and work 
and courses that deal with social problems 
and personal experiences.” 


Romantic (Radical) Designs. The view 
of the child has been carried to more recent 
times by reformers who advocate radical 
school modification. These individuals have 
adopted the tenets of romantic naturalism. 
Rarely do they note, however, that their 
ideas have a rather long history, dating back 
to at least the time of Rousseau. They do not 
credit Parker’s and Dewey’s contributions to 
educational thinking and to progressive ed- 
ucation. Indeed, some have stated that 
Dewey was really in favor of maintaining the 
social status quo, even though Dewey had 
cautioned that “the conception of education 
as a social process and function has no 


definite meaning until we define the kind of 
society we have in тіпа.” 

The radical school reformers are elo- 
quent proponents of learner-centered de- 
signs. Contemporary romantics present the 
case that there actually can be no curricu- 
lum development before the students arrive 
in the classroom and their needs and inter- 
ests are accessed. Some romantics even state 
that it is fruitless to plan the content of the 
program in advance of the children’s ar- 
rival. John Holt argues this point: 


The notion of a curriculum, as an essential body 
of knowledge, would be absurd even if children 
remembered everything we “taught” them.... 
We don’t and can’t agree on what knowledge is 
essential. . . . 

The idea of the curriculum would not be valid 
even if we could agree what ought to be in it. For 
knowledge changes. Much of what a child learns 
in school will be found, or thought, before many 
years, to be untrue. . . .” 


Paul Goodman argued that when educa- 
tors attempt to influence children’s growing 
up according to a preconceived curriculum 
with articulated methods, they adversely af- 
fect individuals’ capacities for learning and 
living. The teacher is not to furnish care- 
fully structured situations determined use- 
ful by adult standards. Rather, the school is 
to provide “incident education, taking part 
in the ongoing activities of society” if learn- 
ing is to be indeed meaningful. Goodman 
even claimed that it might be better if many 
children from the poor and middle class did 
not go to school at all.” 

Goodman, like Rousseau, considered the 
larger society as corrupt and repressive. He 
argued that children have the innate ability 
to determine what experiences are best for 
their own learning. In a sense students do 
not need adults. Educators must realize that 
children are innately good and have the 
ability, when provided with freedom, 10 
make choices meaningful to their education 
and development. 

These radical reformers really seek to do 
away with the notion of a planned curricu- 


lum; they propose instead to center all expe- 
riences in the school on the children’s pres- 
ent needs. The school would provide 
opportunities to learn and possible contents 
to be considered, but all would be arranged 
as a “smorgasbord.” The children would 
pick what they need and decide what they 
need. As Holt argued, “We cannot know, at 
any moment, what particular bit of knowl- 
edge or understanding a child needs most 
‚.. апа best fits his model of reality. Only he 
can do this.” The child may not be expert at 
these decisions, “but he can do it a hundred 
times better than we can.” For Holt, adults 
don’t plan the learning experiences, rather 
they let the child “know . . . what is available 
and where he can look for it.” 

A major weakness of the learner-cen- 
tered design, especially the romatic designs 
according to its critics, is its educative inef- 
ћсасу. A curriculum based on children’s 
own needs and interests certainly cannot ad- 
equately prepare those children for life. 
Students have not had the experiences nec- 
essary to understand what is needed to 
function effectively in the current and fu- 
ture world. Also, such a decision may not 
even consider social goals. 

A second weakness of the design is that it 
lacks a definitive horizontal structure. If 
subjects or disciplines are eliminated as the 
key organizers, what organizing principle 
can be used instead? Smith, Stanley, and 
Shores pointed out, “Merely to say that the 
curriculum will be based on children’s inter- 
ests does not provide a framework of cate- 
gories for a curriculum pattern.” 

A third criticism of this design is that it 
lacks continuity (sequence). Basing a design 
on students’ interests, which shift unpredict- 
ably over time, makes establishing and 
maintaining continuity difficult. Attempts 
have been made to address this weakness by 
looking at the “natural” sequence order in 
which children develop their mental 
Capacities. 

The design also has some other weak- 
hesses or limitations. Perhaps a most practi- 
cal limitation is that commercial materials 
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are neither available nor producible if the 
educational assumption is that individuals 
bring idiosyncratic needs and interests to 
the school. Also, the design assumes that 
teachers have an extraordinary range of 
skills and competencies. Teachers would 
have to be renaissance persons, psycholo- 
gists, and masters of the unique dimensions 
of individuals in order to foster effective 
teacher-pupil interactions. 


Humanistic Designs. This design gained 
prominence in the 1960s and 1970s, partly in 
response to the excessive emphasis on the dis- 
ciplines during the 1950s and early 1960s. 
Other names for this orientation have been 
affective education, open education, and ex- 
istential education. As with other learner- 
centered designs, the focus of humanistic de- 
signs has been on the learners—especially 
students’ self-concepts. Much of the under- 
pinning for this design has been “third force” 
psychology and the humanities. Abraham 
Maslow’s concept of self-actualization fur- 
nished the theoretical support for designing 
the curriculum along these lines.” 

Сагі Rogers’s work has been another ma- 
jor force. He assumes that people can en- 
hance self-directed learning by drawing on 
their own resources to improve self-under- 
standing, to learn self-concepts and basic at- 
titudes, and to guide their own behavior. 
The educators’ task is to set the educational 
environment such that these personal re- 
sources can be tapped. Such an environ- 
ment encourages genuineness of behavior, 
empathy, and respect for self and others." 

Individuals given such an environment 
will naturally develop into what Rogers 
termed a fully functioning person. Individ- 
uals able to take self-initiated actions and re- 
sponsibility for those actions are capable of 
intelligent choice and self-direction. Fur- 
thermore, having acquired knowledge rele- 
vant to the solutions of problems, these per- 
sons are critical learners. They also are able 
to approach problem situations with flexi- 
bility and intelligence and to work cooper- 
atively with others. They are internally 
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guided with regard to their socialization 
process; they do not wait for or work for the 
approval of others.” 

Humanistic education took on a major 
form in the 1970s with the notion of 
“confluence.” Essentially, confluence educa- 
tion is a melding of the affective domain 
(feelings, attitudes, values) with the cogni- 
tive domain (intellectual knowledge and 
abilities). This approach adds the affective 
component to the conventional subject mat- 
ter curriculum that is already in place. 
Those who support this design do not favor 
either content or experience or intellect or 
feeling; rather, they strive to blend the sub- 
jective or intuitive with the objective. They 
urge that the curriculum be so organized as 
to provide students with more alternatives 
from which they can choose what to feel. 
Students are challenged to take responsibil- 
ity for and to appreciate their choices, and 
to feel comfortable knowing that they have 
the power to make choices. 

Confluent education stresses participa- 
tion; it emphasizes power sharing, negotia- 
tions, and joint responsibility. It is essen- 
tially nonauthoritarian. It also stresses the 
whole person and the integration of think- 
ing, feeling, and acting. It centers on the rel- 
evance of subject matter in light of students’ 
basic needs and lives. Throughout the cur- 
riculum, students are confronted with situa- 
tions that make them realize that the devel- 
opment of self is a legitimate objective of 
learning. 

Weinstein and Fantini have presented a 
type of confluent education in which stu- 
dents’ basic concerns determine what con- 
cepts they will study." The authors carefully 
distinguish between concerns and interests. 
Interests are activities that attract students. 
Concerns are students’ basic physiological 
and sociological drives. The authors organ- 
ized concerns into three major classifica- 
tions: concern about self-image, concern 
about disconnectedness, and а concern 
about control over one’s life. 

They also consider the curriculum to ex- 
ist as a three-tiered structure. One tier is 
comprised of reading, computation, and 


writing skills. The basic subject matter of the 
subject matter curriculum is found at this 
tier. The second tier consists of those activi- 
ties designed to draw out the learners’ latent 
talents and abilities. This tier is highly indi- 
vidualized, as is the first tier. It stresses the 
development of individual creativity and the 
exploration of interests. The third tier is 
concerned with group inquiry. It consists 
mainly of societal issues and problems that 
are related to the self in society. Here stu- 
dents get a chance to explore who they are 
as individuals and as members of a group. 
They analyze issues and identify common 
themes. They can develop their own per- 
sonalities, increase their skills in interper- 
sonal relations, and become more cognizant 
of their feelings and concerns. ‘The nature 
of this tier perhaps explains why Weinstein 
and Fantini call their approach a curriculum 
of affect. 

Advocates of the humanistic curriculum 
design realize that there is more to educa- 
tion than addressing the rational dimension 
of humans. Indeed, some would argue that 
because feelings and attitudes function as 
they do, the emotions of the youth must be 
the primary target of public education.” 
Children need to understand their feelings 
and attitudes; they need to recognize those 
feelings that are liberating and those that 
are debilitating. In a real sense, educators of 
this camp believe that education and its at- 
tendant curriculum design should be such 
that the individual is liberated to pursue his 
or her own goals. 

Humanistic educators realize that (ће 
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor do- 
mains are interconnected and that the cur- 
riculum design should address these dimen- 
sions. Some educators in this camp—and in 
the subject-centered camp—would argue 
that in addition to these three domains, the 
two domains of socialization and spirituality 
should also be addressed.’ 

Humanistic curriculum designs stress the 
development of positive self-concept and in- 
terpersonal skills. A related design, the 
transpersonal or transcendence orienta- 
tion—the consciousness aspect of the hu- 


manistic design—takes this orientation a bit 
further. Here the stress, though still on the 
individual, encourages intuition and tran- 
scendence. Through intuition a person is 
able to access his or her creative thinking 
and to generate a holistic perception of real- 
ity. An individual’s inner and outer worlds 
tie his or her inner self to the environment. 
This orientation suggests a curriculum that 
highly regards the uniqueness of the human 
personality. According to Philip Phenix, “A 
curriculum of transcendence provides a 
context for engendering, gestating, ex- 
pecting and celebrating the moments of sin- 
gular awareness and of inner illumination 
when each person comes into the conscious- 
ness of his inimitable personal being.” The 
curriculum is not characterized so much by 
the objective content of studies as by the at- 
mosphere created by those who comprise 
the learning community. 

This curriculum is open to human spiri- 
tuality, which, as used by such curricularists, 
refers to the links between a person’s inner 
life and the infinite. Transcendence and 
spirituality are experienced through quality 
experiences. As Phenix notes, in such a cur- 
riculum reality is experienced as a “single 
interconnected whole, such that a complete 
description of any entity would require the 
comprehension of every other entity.” 

Transcendent education is lured by the 
concept of wholeness or comprehensiveness 
of experience. To be sure, certain contents 
do need to be incorporated into the curricu- 
lum, but the stress is on giving the students 
the opportunity to take a journey, to con- 
template on that journey, and to relate that 
Journey to others—past, present, and fu- 
ture. It emphasizes the general dispositions 
of humans for hope, creativity, awareness, 
doubt and faith, wonder, awe and rever- 
ence. 

Humanistic curriculum designs have 
many of the same weaknesses as learner- 
centered designs. They require of the 
teacher great skill and competence in deal- 
ing with individuals. Moreover, available ed- 
нор materials are often not appropri- 
ate. 
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One serious charge against this design is 
that humanists focus on their methods and 
techniques and do not adequately consider 
them in light of the consequences for learn- 
ers. Another criticism leveled at the design 
concerns its apparently inconsistent empha- 
sis on both the human as unique and on ac- 
tivities that all students experience. In con- 
trast, some say that the design places far too 
much emphasis on the individual and ig- 
nores the needs of the overall society. A 
final criticism is really of third force psychol- 
ogy itself. Critics charge that it does not inte- 
grate what we know about behaviorism and 
psychiatry or about cognitive developmental 
theory. Rather, it seems to splinter our 
knowledge base about human learning and 
development. 


Problem-Centered Designs. 


The third major type of curriculum de- 
sign, which is problem-centered, focuses on 
the problems of living—on the perceived re- 
alities of institutional and group life—both 
for the individual and for society in general. 
Problem-centered curriculum designs are 
organized to reinforce cultural traditions 
and also to address those community and 
societal needs that are currently unmet. 
They address individuals’ problems as well. 

Even though these designs place the indi- 
vidual in a social setting, they are unlike 
learner-centered designs in a major way. 
Problem-centered designs are planned be- 
fore the arrival of students. However, prob- 
lem-centered curricularists realize that be- 
cause their concern is with genuine life 
problems, they will sometimes have to adjust 
to cater to the concerns and situations of 
learners. 

How a curriculum is organized with this 
design depends in large part on the nature 
of the problem areas to be studied. Contents 
selected must be relevant to the problem un- 
der consideration. For this reason, the con- 
tent often cuts across subject boundaries. It 
must also be based, to a major extent, on the 
needs, concerns, and abilities of the stu- 
dents. This dual emphasis on both content 
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and the development of learners distin- 
guishes problem-centered designs from the 
other major types of curriculum designs. 
Because problem-centered designs draw 
on social problems and the needs, interests, 
and abilities of learners, several variations 
exist. Some focus on persistent life situa- 
tions, others center on contemporary social 
problems, others address areas of living, 
and some are even concerned with the re- 
construction of society. What seems to dis- 
tinguish these various types is the relative 
degree of emphasis they place on social 
needs as opposed to individual needs. 


Life-Situations Design. The persistent 
life-situations design is perhaps the best- 
known variation of the problem-centered 
designs. Interest in this curriculum ap- 
proach can be traced to the nineteenth cen- 
tury and to Herbert Spencer's seminal essay 
“What Knowledge Is of Most Worth?” and 
later to Dewey’s concept of growth and edu- 
cation and social participation in school and 
society.” A similar advocacy statement was 
made in 1918 by the Commission on the Re- 
organization of Secondary Education. Dur- 
ing the 1930s and 1940s this viewpoint was 
expressed in an approach that addressed 
adolescent needs. The life-situations design 
as we know it today, proposed by Florence 
Stratemeyer and her associates in the early 
years after World War II, was based on a 
principle derived from studies on the trans- 
fer of learning. Stratemeyer and her col- 
leagues concluded that students would find 
their school learning more meaningful, and 
would thus be able to directly apply it to life, 
if the problems they studied in school were 
in fact similar to those they faced out of 
school.” 

Using such a design, based on recurring 
life situations, educators could assist stu- 
dents in broadening their insights and deep- 
ening their generalizations about problems 
relating to the “real” world. Stratemeyer 
created a master list of persistent life situations 
for educators to follow. The key aspects of 
this list are presented next: 


A. Situations calling for growth in individual 
capacities 
1. Health 
2. Intellectual power 
3. Responsibility 
4. Aesthetic expression and appreciation 
B. Situations calling for growth in social partic- 
ipation 
1. Person-to-person relationships 
2. Group membership 
3. Intergroup relationships 
C. Situations calling for growth in ability to 
deal with environmental factors and forces, 
1. Natural phenomena 
2. Technological phenomena 
3. Economic-social-political structures and 
forces 


In addition to drawing on these persist- 
ent life situations, Stratemeyer believed that 
the needs of children and youth also sup- 
plied a basis for determining the curricu- 
lum. But Stratemeyer, like Kilpatrick, noted 
that not all children’s interests were of equal 
value. Good curriculum planners had to dis- 
tinguish between superficial interests and 
those useful in fostering the development of 
meaningful generalizations. It was consid- 
ered preferable for the problems studied to 
be based on the children’s immediate con- 
cerns rather than on adults’ views of what 
was necessary. In this respect, the design 
proposed by Stratemeyer was child- 
centered. 

One of the strengths of the life-situations 
design is its focus on the problem-solving 
procedures for learning. Process and con- 
tent are effectively integrated into the cur- 
ricular experience. Some critics point out 
that the students do not learn subject mat- 
ter. However, proponents are quick to 
counter that the design draws heavily from 
content, and from traditional content at 
that. What makes the design unique is that 
the content is organized in ways that allow 
students to clearly view problem areas. . 

Another strong feature of this design 15 
that it utilizes the past and current experi- 
ences of learners as a means of getting them 


to analyze the basic areas of living. In this 
respect, the design is very different from 
the activities/experience design, which uses 
the learners’ felt needs and interests as the 
sole basis for content and experience selec- 
tion. The life-situations design uses stu- 
dents’ immediate concerns, as well as press- 
ing immediate problems in the larger 
society, as a starting point. 

The design has definite strengths. It pre- 
sents subject matter in an integrated form 
by cutting across the separate subjects and 
centering on related categories of social life. 
Because it centers on social problems and 
personal concerns, it encourages students to 
learn and apply problem-solving ргосе- 
dures. The linking of subject matter to real 
situations increases the relevance of the cur- 
riculum. 

But, like the previous designs, life-situa- 
tion designs have deficiencies апа chal- 
lenges. Perhaps the greatest challenge is to 
determine what are the scope and sequence 
of the essential areas of living? Are the ma- 
jor activities of the current time also going 
to be the essential activities of future times? 

Another criticism of this design has been 
that it does not adequately expose students 
to their cultural heritage. Moreover, it tends 
to indoctrinate youth into the existing con- 
ditions and thus perpetuates the social sta- 
tus quo. However, if students are educated 
to be critical of their social situations, then 
not the status quo but rather intelligent 
processing of the social scene is fostered 
rather than adherence to the status quo. 

There are always some who point out 
that the life-situations design cannot be 
mounted by teachers for they lack adequate 
preparation for it. Others argue that text- 
books and other teaching materials inhibit 
the implementation of this design. Further- 
more, many citizens are uncomfortable with 
it because it departs too much from their 
school experiences. Finally, this organiza- 
Поп departs from the curricular tradition 
Maintained by colleges and universities. 


Core Design. This particular curriculum 
€sign, sometimes called “social functions” 
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core, is carefully planned. It centers on gen- 
eral education and is based on problems 
arising out of common human activities. 
There are several variations of core designs. 
Subject matter core designs, for example, 
would be classified as subject-centered de- 
signs. Areas-of-living core designs are 
rooted in the progressive education tradi- 
tion. However, making areas of living the 
core of the curriculum leaves no doubt 
about the focus of the curriculum. 

This type of core is problem-centered 
rather than learner-centered, It is carefully 
planned before the students arrive, but with 
the notion that adjustment can be made if 
necessary. This design is usually taught in a 
block-time format, whereby two or more 
normal periods for teaching the core com- 
ponent are scheduled together. One teacher 
assumes responsibility for this block of time 
and also manages a counseling function. Al- 
though content is part of this design, the 
common needs, problems, and concerns of 
learners comprise the central focus. 

The focus on problems proceeds in dif- 
ferent ways in each core class, but certain 
characteristics for problem solving are rec- 
ommended by the advocates of core, as illus- 
trated below. These recommendations 
make sense today, as they did when core was 
popularized by Faunce and Bossing. 


1. The problem is selected by either the teacher 
or students. 

2. A group consensus is made to determine im- 
portant problems and interest of the class. 

3. Problems are selected on the basis of devel- 
oped criteria for selection. 

4. The problem is clearly stated and defined. 

5. Areas of study are decided, including divid- 
ing the class by individual and group inter- 
ests. 

6. Needed information is listed and discussed. 

7. Resources for obtaining information are 

listed and discussed. 

. Information is obtained and organized. 

9. Information is analyzed and interpreted. 

10. Tentative conclusions are stated and tested. 


со 
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11. A report is presented to the class on an indi- 
vidual or group basis. 

12. Conclusions are evaluated. 

13. New avenues of exploration toward further 
problem solving are examined.” 


The advantages of the core design are 
that it unifies content, presents subject mat- 
ter relevant to students, and encourages ac- 
tive processing of information. Further, be- 
cause it presents subject matter in a relevant 
form, it fosters intrinsic motivation in stu- 
dents. Alberty and Alberty state that this de- 
sign makes it possible for students to attack 
directly problems they consider crucial in 
the contemporary society. It encourages stu- 
dents to view the community as a laboratory 
for learning.” Because the design encour- 
ages cooperative learning, its advocates 
claim it fosters democratic practices in the 
classroom. 

But, the design has weaknesses, too. Per- 
haps the major one, which may also be its 
strength, is that it departs too significantly 
from the traditional curriculum. People at- 
tack it as ignoring the fundamentals. It also 
requires materials that are hard to find. 
Conventional textbooks, in fact, do not sup- 
port this core design. Nor is it commonly 
used because the general population has not 
accepted the idea that general education is 
worthwhile. Furthermore, it requires an ex- 
ceptional teacher, well versed in subject 
matter, problem-solving skills, and general 
knowledge. 


Social Problems and Reconstructionist 
Designs. Whereas some educators, such as 
Stratemeyer, have urged that children’s in- 
terests should guide the selection of curricu- 
lum content and experiences, other educa- 
tors still feel that the curriculum should 
address contemporary social problems and 
even social action projects aimed at recon- 
structing society. Many such educators con- 
sider themselves to be in the social orienta- 
tion camp, or what some have called social 
reconstructionism. These individuals, inter- 
ested in the relation of the curriculum to the 
social, political, and economic development 


of society, believe that through the curricu- 
lum, educators will effect social change and 
ultimately create a more just society. Inter- 
estingly, even though many of the schools’ 
current critics are of this opinion, aspects of 
reconstructionism actually first appeared in 
the 1920s and 1930s. 

Perhaps this concern for reconstruction- 
ism, or social reconstruction, was a response 
to the Great Depression. To many recon- 
structionists, the problems lay with the 
schools, as did the solutions. Many educa- 
tors during this period classified the recon- 
structionists as “leftists” or communists who 
were plotting the overthrow of the govern- 
ment by their urgings for actions in the 
classroom. Indeed, ‘Theodore Brameld, 
starting out his teaching career at Long Is- 
land University, urged teachers to “influ- 
ence their students, subtly if necessary, 
frankly if possible, toward acceptance 
ОЁ... the collectivist ideal.””” 

It is always difficult to place precisely in 
time the beginning of any movement or 
countermovement. But, perhaps George 
Counts of Teachers College can be given the 
credit for initiating reconstructionist de- 
signs. Counts gave a speech that was entitled 
“Dare Progressive Education Be Progres- 
sive?” In his speech, Counts accused the 
members of the Progressive Education As- 
sociation of having narrow views of educa- 
tion and of mirroring the values and goals 
of the middle class. If the progressives really 
wished to be progressive, he charged, they 
would have to free themselves of middle- 
class bias, face the social realities of the time, 
and “fashion a compelling and challenging 
vision of human destiny.” Counts elabo- 
rated on his theme in his book Dare the 
Schools Build a New Social Order?” He noted 
that the schools had to involve students in a 
curriculum that would enable the creation 
of a “new” and “more equitable” society- 

Harold Rugg also believed that the school 
should engage children in a critical analysts 
of society in order to improve it. Rugg’s crit- 
icisms were directed to those who favore 
child-centered schools. He stated that their 
laissez faire approach to program building 


only produced chaos, and their programs 
were disjointed апа unarticulated. “Rarely 
are they designed in the light of a review of 
а careful record of the program of earlier 
years and of the most probably effective 
year-programs to follow it in the school ca- 
reer of the child.”™ In the 1940s Rugg ob- 
served that the Progressive Education Asso- 
ciation still overemphasized the child. All 
seven purposes of the Association referred 
to the child, and not one took into consider- 
ation “man's crucial social conditions and 
problems.” 

Brameld continued to be a spokesperson 
for the reconstructionists’ view. In the early 
1950s, he outlined the major features of this 
approach to curriculum. He noted that re- 
constructionists were committed to creating 
a new culture. Brameld was convinced that 
we were in the midst of a revolutionary 
period—the times demanded that educators 
harness the school for social reconstruction. 
The continuing problems at the national 
and global level—war, poverty among 
affluence, crime, racial conflict, unemploy- 
ment, political oppression, and disregard 
for the environment—all called for a major 
shift in society. If Western society was to 
survive, it would be because the common 
people in the industrial system—and the 
public service system—would gain control. 
Once in control, these persons would re- 
lease and equitably use society’s resources to 
solve the problems of democracy. Brameld 
placed the working people, in a new sense of 
collective strength, in control of all principle 
Institutions and resources. This was neces- 
sary if the world was to become genuinely 
democratic. He challenged teachers to join 
ces with these organized working peo- 
ple. 

Brameld also believed that the school 
should help the individual to develop as a 
Social being and also as a skilled planner of 
the social reality. The individual must come 
to learn that ће or she must satisfy his or her 
Personal needs through social consensus. 

he group would be paramount. The 
schools not only had this obligation to edu- 
Cate children in the value of the collective; 


Curriculum Design 187 
they also needed to point out the urgency 
for the change. 

The fact that reconstructionists stress the 
notion of change and the needs to plan for 
tomorrow bring in mind a series of pressing 
questions raised by two current reconstruc- 
uonists, Virgil Clift and Harold Shane, as 
they explore new directions for American 
educators and new decisions for curriculum 
specialists. 


1. What policies shall govern our future use of 
technology? 

2. Ata global level, what shall be our goals, and 
how can we reach them? 

3. What shall we identify as the “good life”? 

4. How shall we deploy our limited resources in 
meeting the needs of various groups of peo- 
ple? 

5. How shall we equalize opportunity, and how 
shall we reduce the gap between the “haves” 
and “have-nots”? 

6. How can we maximize the value of mass me- 
dia, especially television? 

7. What shall be made of psychological, chem- 
ical, and electronic approaches to behavior 
modification? 

8. What steps can we take to ensure the integ- 
rity of our political, economic, and military 
systems? 

9. What, if anything, are we willing to relin- 

quish, and in what order? 

And, what honorable compromises and solu- 

tions shall we make as we contemplate the 

above questions?" 


10. 


These questions deal with social issues 
that are generic—meaning they were rele- 
vant yesterday, they are relevant today, and 
they will be relevant tomorrow, and they are 
relevant for most school subjects and grade 
levels. The way we deal with these issues or 
problems will make the difference about the 
society we are and will become. и 

The social reconstructionist curriculum 
has the primary purpose of engaging the 
learner in analyzing the many severe prob- 
lems confronting humankind. However, the 
exact content and objectives are to be de- 
cided by those who actually create such a 
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curriculum. The curriculum is to engage 
students in a critical analysis of the local, na- 
tional, and international community. Also, 
attention is to be given to the political prac- 
tices of the business and government groups 
and their impact on the economic realities 
of the workers. Such a curriculum must pro- 
pose industrial and political changes that 
will ultimately modify the social fabric of the 
nation and perhaps the world. 


CONCLUSION 


Curriculum design is more than just making 
sure that the parts of a curriculum are 
neatly organized in a document. Design is a 
complex phenomenon requiring of educa- 
tors careful attention so that the curriculum 
conceived will have merit and will succeed in 
getting students to learn those concepts, at- 
titudes, and skills considered worthwhile 
and essential. 

The issue of design is likely to continue to 
draw the attention of curriculum specialists 
and generalists. Designing a curriculum is 
really dealing with a vision, which most edu- 
cators have. The concepts related to design 
help them put “flesh” on their visions and to 
increase their probability of becoming real- 
ity. 

Various design options exist from which 
curricularists can select—subject-centered, 
learner-centered, and problem-centered. 
Each of these, as has been noted in this 
chapter, has a history and philosophy associ- 
ated with it. Each has ardent advocates. 
Each, when implemented, gives the school a 
particular character. However, many 
schogls meld these designs, often so much 
that it is almost impossible to determine just 
what the curriculum design is. 

Advocates of each design face the same 
design decisions as advocates of all the oth- 
ers. Regardless of the particular design, ed- 
ucators must be concerned with the scope 
and sequence of the curriculum elements. 
They must also pay attention to articulation, 
continuity, and balance. Overall, their un- 
derstanding of curriculum design is requi- 


site knowledge for the building of a curricu- 
lum, the topic of the next chapter. 
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CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 


Successful education requires careful plan- 
ning. Educators have come to recognize that 
without planning, order and friction are 
likely to characterize curriculum activity. 
Educators originate curriculum develop- 
ment strategies. They should formulate a 
Master plan prior to creating or imple- 
menting a program for students. How they 
conceptualize the plan will be influenced by 
their awareness of and sensitivity to issues— 
both present and anticipated. Certainly, few 
people can construct a curriculum without 
giving some thought to goals; to content; to 
learning experiences, methods, and materi- 
als; and to evaluation. 
on пеп plan effective curricula is ob- 
he ~ the difficulty, however, is that there 
re [о ways to define curriculum devel- 
ee а. several curriculum designs 
ia what factors should receive atten- 
n: subject matter, students, or society. 
i: 50; it is difficult to be precise or to plan 
at is not defined with any universality. 


Not everyone agrees what curriculum is or 
what is involved in curriculum develop- 
ment. We present here a broad definition to 
allow the different views and interpretations 
to coexist with ours—which posits that cur- 
riculum development draws on the princi- 
ples (usually technical or scientific) and con- 
sists of those processes (humanistic, 
humane, and artistic) that allow schools and 
school people to realize certain educational 
goals. 

Ideally, all those who are to be affected 
by a curriculum should be involved in the 
process of development. But, like with most 
aspects of education, there is some debate 
about what formula to follow in order to 
achieve particular educational goals. Al- 
though there are numerous models from 
which to choose, most models can be clas- 
sified as either technical-scientific or non- 
technical-nonscientific. These two general 
organizers were presented in Chapter 1, 
which identified specific curriculum ap- 
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proaches. Technical-scientific approaches 
were (1) behavioral-rational; (2) systems- 
managerial; and (3) intellectual-academic. 
The two nontechnical-nonscientific ap- 
proaches were (1) humanistic-aesthetic, and 
(2) reconceptualist. 

Although these specific approaches are 
appropriate, in this chapter we refer to the 
more global categories. As we pointed out in 
Chapter 1, classifying an approach as non- 
technical or nonscientific does not mean рге- 
senting it in a negative manner. Rather, it 
means contrasting the two basic postures. 
Persons who believe in some subject matter 
curriculum design usually advocate the tech- 
nical-scientific approach to curriculum de- 
velopment. Those individuals who favor a 
learner-centered design frequently advocate 
the nontechnical-nonscientific approach. 
Problem-centered designs can fall within ei- 
ther approach. 


TECHNICAL-SCIENTIFIC APPROACH 


The technical-scientific approach to educa- 
tion and to curriculum is a way of thinking. 
To those who believe in the approach, it 15 
not a vehicle for dehumanizing education, 
but rather a way of planning curricula to 
optimize students’ learning and to allow 
them to increase their output, including 
their humanness. According to this point of 
view, “Curriculum development . . . is basi- 
cally a plan for structuring the environment 
to coordinate in an orderly manner the ele- 
ments of time, space, materials, equipment 
and personnel.”' 

A technical-scientific view can enable us 
to comprehend curriculum from a macro or 
broad view and to understand it as a com- 
plex unity of parts organized to serve a com- 
mon function—the education of individu- 
als. It also allows us to have a plan in mind. 

Тһе technical-scientific approach re- 
quires that educators use an intellectual and 
rational approach to accomplish their tasks 
and that they believe that it is possible to 
outline systematically those procedures that 
will facilitate the creation of curricula. The 


various models employ a means-end para- 
digm that suggests that the more rigorous 
the means, the more likely the desired ends 
will be attained. Followers of this approach 
indicate that such a systematically designed 
program can be evaluated. However, others 
question just how precise the evaluation can 


The various technical-scientific models 
exhibit what James Macdonald would call a 
“technological” rationality as opposed to an 
“aesthetic rationality.” Macdonald notes that 
there is a press for this rationality in the way 
schools are organized.* Persons who have 
this orientation tend to believe that there is a 
large body of educational knowledge and 
that efforts should be made to ensure that 
students are presented with opportunities 
to gain such knowledge. Macdonald wrote 
that those with a technological conscious- 
ness prize optimum growth, maximum effi- 
ciency, and effectiveness of the system in de- 
livering education. 

Larry Cuban indicates that because the 
bureaucratic organization of our schools is 
rooted in rationality, this technological-sci- 
entific approach to curriculum development 
will probably continue to grow. Cuban states 
that goals, objectives, problem solving, plan- 
ning, and evaluation are simply outward 
signs exhibited by a bureaucracy trying to 
embrace rationality." 


History of Technical-Scientific Approach. 


Students of the history of curriculum de- 
velopment have located the origin and зиђ- 
stance of the technical-scientific model in 
the schools’ attempt, at the turn of the cen- 
tury, to adapt the principles of bureaucracy 
to methods that could be considered scien- 
tific. Early educators reasoned that using 
empirical methods (surveys and analysis of 
human conduct) would answer the curricu- 
lum question: What shall be taught? The 
push for a science of curriculum making 
paralleled the rise of science—biology, Phys 
ics, and chemistry—during the nineteent 
and twentieth centuries, and also the notion 
of “machine theory’—time and motion 


studies—evolving in the world of business 
and industry. Scientific principles were also 
being applied to agriculture, manufactur- 
ing, and government, as well as to other 
phases of practical life. In education, espe- 
cially in curriculum, these models evolved 
with the work of Bobbitt and Charters. Stan- 
dards for the various educational products 
needed to be established. “The ability to add 
at a speed of 65 combinations per minute, 
with an accuracy of 94 percent, is as definite 
a specification as can be set up for any aspect 
of the work of the steel plant,” Bobbitt ar- 
gued.' 

Bobbitt viewed the process of curriculum 
development as perhaps even more impor- 
tant than the details of the curriculum itself. 
Bobbitt compared the curriculum maker to 
an engineer. This “educational engineer” 
was to use his or her “educational surveying 
instruments” to locate particular objectives 
in the various subject fields. From such sur- 
veying, the educator could map out appro- 
priate content and experiences to prepare 
the student for the future. The curriculum 
worker was to define the major fields of 
adult experience and to then analyze and 
consequently divide them into smaller and 
smaller units until they became part of spe- 
cific curricular activities. 

For Bobbitt, the source of the content for 
the curriculum was “reality” uncovered by 
scientific analysis. For his contemporary, 
Charters, the source was really in the realm 
of philosophy. The philosopher set the aim 
whereas the analyst only created the tech- 
nique for translating the aim into the reality 
of the curriculum.® 

Philosophy supplied the ideals that were 
to serve as objectives and standards for ac- 
tions. For Charters, the curriculum consis- 
ted of both ideas and activities. Unlike 
Bobbitt, Charters discussed the issue of 
knowledge. He argued that subject matter 
had to be useful and motivational.’ 

„Тћезе two men firmly established the 
Scientific movement in curriculum making. 
They pointed out that curriculum develop- 
Ment is a process that will, if followed, result 
т a meaningful program for pupils. They 
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initiated a concern for the relation of goals, 
objectives, and activities, pointing out that 
the selection of goals is a normative process 
whereas the selection of objectives and activ- 
ities is empirical and scientific. They indica- 
ted that curricular activity can be planned 
and systematically studied and evaluated. 
Through the efforts of men like Bobbitt 
and Charters, concern grew for curriculum 
as a field of study. The area achieved inde- 
pendent status upon the establishment of 
the Society for Curriculum Study in 1932. 
In 1938, Teachers College at Columbia Uni- 
versity established a department of curricu- 
lum and teaching. For the next twenty 
years, Teachers College dominated the field 
of curriculum, even surpassing the earlier 
influence of the University of Chicago. 


The Tyler Model: Four Basic Principles. 


Without doubt, Tyler’s is one of the best 
known technical-scientific models. In 1949, 
Tyler published Basic Principles of Curricu- 
lum and Instruction, in which he outlined a 
rationale for examining the problems of 
curriculum and instruction.’ He mentioned 
that those involved in curriculum inquiry 
must try to define the: (1) purposes of the 
school; (2) educational experiences related 
to the purposes; (3) organization of these 
experiences; and (4) evaluation of the pur- 
poses. 

By “purposes,” Tyler was referring to 
objectives. He indicated that curriculum 
planners should identify these general ob- 
jectives by gathering data from three 
sources—the subject matter, the learners, 
and the society. After identifying numerous 
general objectives, the curriculum planners 
were to refine them by filtering them 
through two screens—the philosophy of the 
school and the psychology of learning. What 
resulted from such screening were specific 
instructional objectives. Note, however, that 
even though Tyler used the term instruc- 
tional objectives, he was not advocating the 
narrow behavioral objectives that have been 
advocated in recent years. 

Tyler then discussed how to select educa- 
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tional experiences that would allow the at- 
tainment of objectives. Learning experi- 
ences had to take into account both the 
previous experience and the perceptions 
that the learner brings to a situation. Also, 
the experiences were to be selected in light 
of what educators know about learning and 
human development. 

Tyler next talked about the organization 
and sequencing of these experiences. He 
purported that the ordering of the experi- 
ences had to be somewhat systematic so as to 
produce a maximum cumulative effect. He 
thought that organizing elements, such as 
ideas, concepts, values, and skills, should be 
woven as threads into the curriculum fabric. 
These key elements could serve as organi- 
zers and means and methods of instruction, 
and they could relate different learning ex- 
periences among different subjects. The 
ideas, concepts, values, and skills could 
also link content within particular subject 
courses—for example, English and mathe- 
matics. Indeed, much of the discussion to- 
day on the conceptual structures of courses 
or curricular content is drawn from Tyler. 

Tyler’s last principle deals with evaluat- 
ing the effectiveness of planning and ac- 
tions. Tyler considered evaluation to be im- 
portant in curriculum development. He 
realized that it was necessary if educators 
were to find out whether the learning expe- 
riences actually produced the intended re- 
sults. Also, it was necessary to determine 
whether the program was effective or inef- 
fective. It could guide where the program 
should be maintained or modified. An eval- 
uation should relate to all of the objectives. 

Although Tyler did not display his model 
of curriculum development graphically, sev- 
eral other people have. The authors’ diagram 
of this procedure follows in Figure 8-1. 


The Taba Model: Grass-Roots Rationale. 


Hilda Taba believed that those who teach 
curriculum should participate in-developing 
it. She advocated what has been called the 
grass-roots approach,’ a model whose steps 
or stages are similar to Tyler’s. Although 


Tyler did not advocate that his model only 
be employed by persons in the central 
office, educators during the early days of 
curriculum making thought that the author- 
ities really had the knowledge requisite for 
creating curricula. This was the “top-down” 
or what some have called the administrative 
or line-staff model. Ideas from curriculum 
experts were frequently given to teachers to 
develop, and then administrators super- 
vised the teachers to ensure that the ideas 
were implemented. 

Taba felt that the administrative model 
was really in the wrong order. Тһе curricu- 
lum should be designed by the users of the 
program. Teachers should begin the proc- 
ess by creating specific teaching-learning 
units for their students. She advocated that 
teachers take an inductive approach to cur- 
riculum development—starting with spe- 
cifics and building to a general design—as 
opposed to the more traditional deductive 
approach—starting with the general design 
and working toward the specifics. 

Taba noted seven major steps to her 
grass-roots model in which teachers would 
have major input: 


1. Diagnosis of Needs. The teacher (curriculum 
designer) starts the process by identifying 
the needs of the students for whom the cur- 
riculum is to be planned. 

2. Formulation of Objectives. After the teacher 
has identified needs that require attention, 
he or she specifies objectives to be accom- 
plished. 

3. Selection of Content. The objectives selected or 
created suggest the subject matter or content 
of the curriculum unit. Taba pointed out 
that not only should objectives and content 
match, but the validity and significance of 
the content chosen needed to be determined 
as well. 

4. Organization of Content. A teacher cannot just 
select content, but must organize it in some 
type of sequence, taking into consideration 
the maturity of the learners, their academic 
achievement, and their interests. 

5. Selection of Learning Experiences. Content 
must be presented to pupils or pupils must 
engage in an interaction with the content. At 
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this point, Taba discussed the instructional 
methodologies that will involve the students 
with the content. 

6. Organization of Learning Activities. Just as con- 
tent must be sequenced and organized, so 
must the learning activities. Often the se- 
quence of the learning activities is deter- 
mined by the content that is sequenced. But 
the teacher needs to keep in mind the partic- 
ular students whom he or she will be teach- 
ing. 

7. Evaluation and Means of Evaluation. The cur- 
riculum planner must determine just what 
objectives have been accomplished. Evalua- 
tion procedures need to be considered by the 
students and teachers. 


Taba’s model has much merit. Nonethe- 
less, according to some educators, putting 
such an effort into a grass-roots framework 
weakens it. Robert Zais maintains that the 
primary weakness is that it applies the con- 
cept of participatory democracy to a highly 
technical, complex, and specialized process. 
This does not mean that teachers cannot be 
involved—indeed, they must if curricula are 
to be actually used in the classroom. It does 
mean, however, that a “one person-one 
vote” rationale will not guarantee effective 
curricula.’ Also, the grass-roots design as- 
sumes that teachers have the expertise, and 
Perhaps more importantly, the time to en- 
gage in such extensive curricular activity. 

owever, we do need to recognize that the 


Psychology 


Screens 


Tyler’s Curriculum Development Model 


grass-roots approach has made it abun- 
dantly clear that a broad base of involve- 
ment is essential for curriculum decision 
making. 

Curriculum making requires compro- 
mise among administrators from the central 
office, supervisors from the local school, 
and teachers, students, and community 
members. Traditionally, the central office 
staff is charged with directing those actions 
that enable the various participators to en- 
gage in curriculum development. In a non- 
traditional approach members of the com- 
munity and teaching profession are given 
primary responsibility for developing the 
curriculum. 


Saylor and Alexander Model: Planning 
Process. 


Saylor and Alexander have presented a 
systematic approach to curriculum develop- 
ment that is illustrated in Figure 8-2. 


1. Goals, Objectives, and Domains. Curriculum 
developers start their work, according to this 
model, by specifying the major goals and ob- 
jectives they wish to address. Each major 
goal depicts a curriculum domain. There are 
four major domains that should receive at- 
tention: personal development, human rela- 
tions, continued learning skills, and speciali- 
zation. However, the reader is cautioned that 
the school should not be limited by just these 
domains." 
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istics of a good 
curriculum: the 
content, its organ- 
ization, and 
appropriate learning 
opportunities. 
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the teachers. 


FIGURE 8-2 Saylorand Alexander's View of Curriculum Development. 
From J. Galen Saylor and William M. Alexander, Planning Curriculum for Schools 


(New York: Holt, Rinehart, 1974). 


The goals, objectives, and domains se- 
lected evolve from careful consideration of 
external variables, among which are the 
views and demands of the community, the 
legal requirements of the state, research 
findings, and the philosophical views of the 
curriculum specialists. 

2. Curriculum Design. Once this first major step 
has been accomplished, the curriculum plan- 
ners are ready to engage in curriculum de- 
signing. Here curriculum decision makers 
decide on the content, its organization, and 
appropriate learning opportunities for the 
content selected. The manner of delivering 
these learning opportunities and tying them 
into the particular domain are also consid- 
ered at this juncture. The philosophical 
views are taken into consideration. Will the 
curriculum be designed to emphasize the ac- 
ademic disciplines, the learner, or the needs 
and patterns of society? 

3. Curriculum Implementation. When the curricu- 
lum design or designs have been decided 
upon and created, the teachers create in- 
structional plans, or, in other words, imple- 
ment the curriculum. Teachers select the 
methods and materials to use to help the stu- 
dents learn the content. 


4. Curriculum Evaluation. This is the final stage 
in the model. At this stage, curriculum plan- 
ners and teachers choose from myriad evalu- 
ation techniques those that will furnish an ac- 
curate picture of the value and success of the 
curriculum and its delivery. It is urged that 
evaluation be approached comprehensively. 
Evaluation should focus on the curriculum 


plan, the quality of the instruction, and the 
learning behaviors of the students. Through 
such comprehensive evaluation curriculum 
developers determine whether to keep the 
program, modify it, or discard it." 


Goodlad Model: Learning Opportunity, 
Organizing Center. 


Figure 8-3 depicts Goodlad’s and 
Richter’s approach to curriculum develop- 
ment. In this model, all educational aims are 
drawn from the analysis of the values of the 
existing culture. These educational aims are 
then translated into educational objectives 
stated behaviorally. These objectives then 
suggest learning opportunities (LO) that are 
to exist as “a situation created within the 
context of an educational program or insti- 
tution for the purpose of achieving certain 
educational ends.” Particular courses ОГ 
even certain readings are examples of learn- 
ing opportunities. 

Curriculum planners then deduce from 
the educational objectives and the suggested 
learning opportunities more specifically 
stated educational objectives. From these 
objectives, the curriculum planners design 
and/or select organizing centers (O С.) 
Goodlad defined an organizing center as a 
specific learning opportunity set ир for 
identifiable students or for а student.”” 

The model is technical-scientific because 
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FIGURE 8-3 Substantive Decisions and Derivations in a Conceptual 
System for Curriculum. 

Source: from John L. Goodlad and Maurice N. Richter, The Development ofa 
Conceptual System for Dealing with Problems of Curriculum and Instruction (Los 
Angeles: Institute for Development of Educational Activities, University of 
California, 1966), p. 65. 


its various parts are connected and because Hunkins’s Developmental Model. 


feedback and adjustment of the entire 
model result from analyzing the students’ 
performances and relating them to the val- 
ues of the general society. 


Hunkins’s model, also a technical-scien- 
tific model, has seven major stages—curric- 
ulum conceptualization and legitimization; 
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diagnosis; content selection; experience ѕе- 
lection; implementation; evaluation; and 
maintenance." A schema of the model fol- 
lows, as illustrated in Figure 8-4. 

This model differs from some of the pre- 
vious ones in two major ways. First, it incor- 
porates a feedback and adjustment loop— 
the dashed line—and second, it includes a 
conceptualization and legitimization stage 
and a maintenance stage. The feedback and 
adjustment loop allows those working with 
the model to continually adjust their deci- 
sion making about curricular actions. For 
instance, when designers are at the stage of 
content selection and see that, for example, 
no appropriate content exists for certain pu- 
pils, they can return to the curriculum diag- 
nosis stage, at which objectives were created, 
and modify the objectives. Or they can go 
back to the beginning stage and rethink the 
curriculum in light of the new information. 
The feedback and adjustment loop is cen- 
tral to a technical-scientific approach; it al- 
lows the process of curriculum decision 
making to be “circular” rather than linear. 

The conceptualization and legitimization 
stage is unique to the model because, in ad- 
dition to determining needs to be addressed 
and identifying the student audience, it al- 
lows philosophical questions to be raised 
and answered, and it relates those questions 
to the tentative selection of a curriculum de- 
sign. Frequently, people engage in curricu- 
lum development without considering what 
their philosophical orientations are—that is, 
whether they are essentialists, or progressiv- 
ists, or existentialists, or whatever. 

The curriculum maintenance stage is also 
unique. Usually, curriculum evaluation is 
the last stage. Once data suggest that а cur- 
riculum has been successful, curricularists 
“rest.” They rarely consider anything else. 
But curriculum programs that are not con- 
sciously maintained usually disappear or 
become part of a patchwork of courses. 
Curriculum maintenance outlines various 
means of managing the curriculum system 
and the support systems necessary for the 
continuation of the program. 

The other stages draw from the legacy of 


the technical-scientific orientation. Curricu- 
lum diagnosis is the creation and selection 
of objectives. Content selection means the 
selection and organization of content. Expe- 
rience selection is the selection and organi- 
zation of various instructional approaches in 
relation to the content selected. Curriculum 
implementation is the initial pilot testing of 
the curriculum, the modifications of curric- 
ular units, and the final diffusion of the cur- 
riculum to the total school population, Cur- 
riculum evaluation is engaging in those 
activities necessary for formative process 
and summative product evaluation. 


Miller and Seller: Curriculum 
Orientations. 


Miller and Seller introduce the notion 
that the various models of curriculum devel- 
opment exhibit orientations tow ard the pur- 
pose of the curriculum. The first orientation 
is the transmission position. They indicate 
that the curriculum can emphasize that edu- 
cation should transmit facts, skills, and 
values to students. The stress is on mastery 
of competencies and carrying on the cul- 
ture. The second orientation they delineate 
is the transaction position. In this view, the 
individual is perceived as rational and as са- 
pable of intelligent action. Education is 
viewed as a dialogic process between student 
and the curriculum. Actually, most of the 
technical-scientific models represent the 
transmission and transaction positions. The 
third position, transformation, centers оп 
personal and social change. It would be the 
position most likely taken by those in the hu- 
manistic сатр." 

These three orientations serve as another 
means by which we can consider curriculum 
development models. While Miller and 
Seller seem to advocate the transformation 
orientation, their model is very much like 
technical-scientific models. Their model has 
five stages: (1) orientation; (2) aims, devel 
opmental goals, instructional strategies; 
teaching models; (4) implementation plan; 
and (5) evaluation. They present it in a ст" 
cular format so that evaluation data feed- 
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back to the orientation stage and the cycle 
can repeat. 

The stages are rather self-evident. The 
orientation stage deals with considering 
one’s philosophy, one’s view of psychology 
and learning theory, and one’s view of soci- 
ety. This tends to coincide with our notion 
of curriculum approach. From this orienta- 
tion, one then determines what aims, goals, 
and specific objectives will be addressed. 
After this, learning experiences and teach- 
ing strategies are selected. It is interesting 
that these two authors leave out the content 
dimension of the curriculum. One goes 
from objectives to experiences and teach- 
ing methods. ‘Teaching methods include 
teacher behavior and teacher effectiveness. 
The implementation stage refers to incor- 
porating the curriculum into the teacher's 
repertoire of behavior. Evaluation is testing 
to determine if the curriculum is being 
taught effectively. 

Other examples of technical-scientific 
models exist, but all of them are incomplete 
by themselves. It is not possible for every 
model to show every detail and every nu- 
ance of a process as complicated as curricu- 
lum development. However, the models do 
show—in graphic form—those aspects of 
Curriculum development essential for con- 
sideration, 

We should realize that even though these 
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FIGURE 8-4 Curriculum Developmental Model. 7 
Source: from Francis P. Hunkins, Curriculum Development Program Improvement 
(Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1980), p. 17. 
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model types tend to be used by advocates of 
subject-centered designs, who are perhaps 
more in the traditional philosophical and 
technological camps, the models really can 
be employed to develop a curriculum for 
any and all of the curriculum design orien- 
tations. Curricularists can be systematic in 
creating subject-centered, child-centered, or 
problem-centered curricula. Although good 
planning cannot guarantee programs of 
quality, quality programs rarely result from 
unplanned actions. 


NONTECHNICAL-NONSCIENTIFIC 
APPROACH 


The danger in noting that one set of ap- 
proaches is systematic or rational is the im- 
plication that the other camp is nonsyste- 
matic or nonrational. Advocates of methods 
of curriculum development not in the tech- 
nical-scientific camp, however, are not sug- 
gesting disorder. Rather, they are taking 
issue with some of the key assumptions 
underlying the technical-scientific approach 
and questioning some of the consequences 
that result from utilizing this approach to 
curriculum development. 

The technical-scientific approach to cur- 
riculum suggests that the process of curricu- 
lum development has a high degree of ob- 
jectivity, universality, and logic. It works on 
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an assumption that reality can be known, 
understood, and represented in symbolic 
form. It states that the aims of education can 
be made known, can be stated precisely, and 
can be addressed in a linear fashion. 

In contrast, those in the nontechnical- 
nonscientific camp stress the subjective, the 
personal, the aesthetic, the heuristic, and 
the transactional. They stress not the out- 
puts of production but rather the learner, 
especially through activity-oriented ap- 
proaches to teaching and learning. Those 
favoring this approach note that not all ends 
of education can be known nor, indeed, do 
they need to be known in all cases. This 
approach considers that the curriculum 
evolves rather than being planned precisely. 

In this approach, those persons who are 
to be most affected by the curriculum are in- 
volved in its planning. Individual learners 
know themselves better than anyone else, 
and therefore are capable of identifying and 
selecting those learning experiences that 
will facilitate their cognitive growth and so- 
cial development. This approach to curricu- 
lum development focuses on individuals’ 
self-perceptions and personal preferences, 
their own assessments of self-needs, and 
their attempts at self-integration. These are 
the data points for the curriculum decision- 
making process. 

This differs to some degree from the 
technical-scientific persons, who rely more 
heavily on the view of experts and the de- 
mands of subject matter and society for de- 
termining students’ needs. Indeed, some 
have criticized Taba for being too subject- 
oriented and Tyler for being too accepting 
of the values of society in determining the 
direction of the curriculum." The “top- 
down” tradition of the technical-scientific 
advocates is challenged by the nontechnical- 
nonscientific persons. The teacher and the 
learner have some roles—some autonomy 
for “running” the curriculum. Advocates of 
the nontechnical-nonscientific view stress 
that curricula deal with humans, both at the 
teaching and learning levels. 

Those favoring this view place high pri- 
ority on educational objectives that are 


person- and process-oriented and that allow 
individuals to grow as individuals and as 
members of a social order. 

The technical-scientific view toward cur- 
riculum development relies heavily on 
rationalism (thinking) and empiricism (sens- 
ing). The nontechnical-nonscientific orien- 
tation relies heavily on intuitionism (feel- 
ing), and on what Macdonald has called an 
“aesthetic rationality” in contrast to a “tech- 
nological rationality.” 

Advocates of the nontechnical-nonscien- 
tific approach to designing curricula are 
likely to support child-centered and to a 
lesser extent problem-centered designs. But 
as some examples of nontechnical-nonscien- 
tific designs will hopefully show, these are 
still purposeful approaches that can be em- 
ployed systematically. In fact, even though 
the difference between a technical-scientific 
and a nontechnical-nonscientific plan is real, 
the major issue is really determining what 
element of curriculum receives the greatest 
attention in the curriculum planning, de- 
signing process. Technical-scientific ap- 
proaches usually focus on subject matter, 
keeping in mind the student and the society 
on a secondary basis. Nontechnical-nonscl- 
entific approaches, in contrast, focus pri- 
marily on the learner and his or her needs 
and interests, and with secondary attention 
to subject matter and society. 

Nontechnical-nonscientific approach ad- 
vocates challenge assumptions about whether 
allaims and goals of education can be known. 
They do not accept the position of the logical 
positivists—that if something exists it can be 
perceived and measured. If it cannot be 
measured, then it does not exist or, ifit does, tt 
still is of no concern to the school. There are 
various ways of knowing and processing real- 
ity. This applies to formulating conclusions 
about the world, and it also applies to relating 
questions to the curriculum and to the proce- 
dures for creating curricula. Perhaps the dif- 
ference between the technical-scientific an 
the nontechnical-nonscientific people can be 
summed up in the recognition that they are 
looking at curricular realities from different 
frameworks or paradigms. 


Open-Classroom Model. 


Much discussion favoring a nontechnical- 
nonscientific approach to curriculum ap- 
peared during the early 1970s in what has 
come to be known as the open-classroom or 
open-schoo! movement. This reform effort 
was patterned after reforms being made in 
English primary schools. Advocates ћег- 
alded it as the answer to the imbalance 
placed upon the schools by their emphasis 
on disciplines during the 1960s. The open 
classroom was touted as the means of hu- 
manizing our elementary schools. 

The open classroom was based on an ac- 
tivity curriculum in which the activities were 
often treated as ends in themselves. The 
curriculum was not necessarily put into 
place for any particular social rationale. The 
activity curriculum, also known as the activ- 
ity movement and activity program, has had 
a long history in this century. In the 1930s, 
it had become an integral part of educa- 
tional dialogue. To some degree, those who 
favored the activity curriculum were averse 
to making any plan in advance that might 
stifle the development and learning of chil- 
dren. These persons stated that the formal 
preparation of plans before the arrival of 
children would most likely stultify the chil- 
dren’s learning. This aversion to planning 
the curriculum prior to students’ arriving 
was encouraged by William Kilpatrick, the 
chair of philosophy at Teachers College. 
Kilpatrick believed that planning a curricu- 
lum in advance was simply inappropriate 
educational behavior. 

The activity curriculum was a reaction to 
the then current practice of conducting 
much school learning with only the teacher 
actively engaged and the learner remaining 
passive and silent unless given permission to 
move. In contrast, persons urging the activ- 
ty curriculum thought of educational activ- 
Пу as gross, overt movement. Children 
learned by doing and by actively moving 
around the room. 

As was true of the early disciples of the 
activity movement, current advocates of this 
approach do not want either a rigid, system- 
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atically developed curriculum or tightly or- 
ganized curriculum content. Herbert Kohl, 
one of the most popular current spokesper- 
sons, considers the open classroom to be an 
arena in which pupils can “ . . . make choices 
and pursue what interests them.” The 
teacher finds that “the things that work best 
for him are the unplanned ones, the ones 
that arise spontaneously because of a stu- 
dent's suggestion or sudden perception.” 
For Kohl, the classroom is in constant flux. 
The direction of learning and the focus of 
the curriculum take their direction de- 
pending on what happens to be gaining the 
attention of both pupils and teachers at a 
particular moment. 

John Holt is another supporter of the 
open classroom. He considers the open 
classroom to be an environment in which 
pupils’ activities derive from their interests. 
The teacher is not to control the curricu- 
lum, but is rather to arrange the environ- 
ment so that pupils’ activities evolve from 
their interests. The teacher facilitates the 
curriculum “evolving” from the children in 
natural situations. Holt argues that curricu- 
lum planning is a type of intervention by 
adults on the learners. “The more we inter- 
vene in children’s lives, however intelli- 
gently, kindly, or imaginatively, the less time 
we leave them to find and develop their own 
ways to meet their true needs. The more we 
try to teach them, the less they can teach 
И, 

The open classroom could be character- 
ized by “child freedom” and progressive 
ideals. But the freedom issue is approached 
not as something to be attained in order to 
fully develop the child. Rather, it is ap- 
proached as freedom from certain things— 
from teacher domination, from a tightly 
structured curriculum, from the imposition 
of goals by others. => 

This model places great faith in children. 
Left to their own devices they are to some- 
how select the proper curriculum and the 
proper educational experiences, and they 
are to come from the encounters as persons 
better than those from previous genera- 
tions. They would be self-actualized indi- 
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viduals with well-adjusted personalities, 
primarily because of their ability to commu- 
nicate effectively with others without self- 
consciousness. Paul Goodman argued that 
“we must drastically cut back formal school- 
ing because the present extended tutelage is 
against nature and arrests growth.” Не 
noted that “the effort to channel the process 
of growing up according to a preconceived 
curriculum and method discourages and 
wastes many of the best human powers to 
learn and cope.”?! Goodman also argues that 
we do not have to plan a curriculum—we 
only need to allow a curriculum to evolve 
from the interaction of pupils within the 
classroom context. 

Although some persons believe in such 
nonplanning of the curriculum, most of 
them also advance some consistent ways of 
creating a program. They present, for ex- 
ample, stages of actions that need to be con- 
sidered systematically. 


Weinstein and Fantini Model: A 
Curriculum of Affect. 


Weinstein and Fantini presented a model 
by which teachers can generate new content 
and techniques and assess the relevance of 
existing curriculum, content, and tech- 
niques. They note that it is a way of linking 
sociopsychological factors with cognition so 
that the learners can cope with their con- 
cerns. For this reason, these authors con- 
sider their model one for a “curriculum of 
affect.” In viewing the model (Figure 8-5), 
one might at first consider it part of the 
technical-scientific model. But it is іп а way a 
shifting away from the deductive organiza- 
tion of the curriculum and more toward 
an inductive orientation. The individual 
learner is central to the development proc- 
ess. 

The first step is determining just who are 
the learners as a group. The authors are 
careful to point out that they are concerned 
with the group because most students are 
taught in groups. Therefore, knowledge of 
their common interests and characteristics is 
considered a prerequisite to differentiated 


diagnosis and individualized teaching. In 
the next step, student concerns are iden- 
tified that actually determine the curricu- 
lum. This focus on student concerns is what 
places this model into the nontechnical-non- 
scientific camp. The concerns of the learner 
will influence the content and its organiza- 
tion, as well as the teaching procedures em- 
ployed. Because concerns are deeper and 
more persistent than interests, they give the 
curriculum some consistency over time. 
These authors focus on enhancing self- 
image and gaining control over one’s life. 
The content of the curriculum is to be 
employed—is, in fact, to be instrumen- 
tal—in getting students to gain control of 
their lives. This—not specific content 
learned—is the deserved outcome. 

Weinstein and Fantini next discuss out- 
comes in their model, an indication of their 
technical propensity. But, even though they 
are interested in learner behavior, they are 
more concerned with broad educational 
aims and the concept of liberation than 
those curriculum developers who empha- 
size specific subject matter. 

Once educators have determined out- 
comes, they select organizing ideas—those 
generalizations, ideas, principles, апа соп- 
cepts around which specific curriculum con- 
tent can be developed. Here these authors 
are very much in line with many тат" 
stream curricularists. But the difference 15 
that the organizing ideas are selected on the 
basis of learner concerns rather than on the 
“demands” of academic subjects. Also, these 
ideas must help the learners gain the skill to 
cope with their concerns. 

After organizing ideas, educators con- 
front the key task of selecting the content 
vehicle. In Weinstein and Fantini’s model, 
the content can come from the traditional 
sources or from out-of-school experiences 
or from the children themselves. Content В 
organized into three divisions in addition [0 
the traditional cognitive material. The first 
is content gained from experiences опе has 
as a growing person. Here content 20" 
dresses student identity, power, belonging, 
and connection. The second type of СО 


tent—affective—also relates to the learner's 
feelings about his or her experiences in rela- 
tion to his or her major underlying interests. 
Examples would be feelings about friends, 
sports, and social activities. The third type 
of content is that which the student has 
learned from the social context in which he 
or she lives—his or her “experimental con- 
tent.” These contents leave no doubt that 
this model is within the nontechnical- 
nonscientific family. 

The types of content selected influence 
the types of skills selected as well. What skills 
will the learner require in order to deal with 
the content and with him- or herself as a 
person with power? The basic skills content 
of reading, writing, and arithmetic can be 
included. But students must also acquire the 
skill of learning how to learn. Another set of 
concepts is related to the self: Self-skills and 
“other awareness” skills are employed to en- 
able the pupil to recognize and describe 
him- or herself and others multidimension- 
ally, particularly in terms of feeling. 

Teaching procedures is the last major 
Stage considered. What means can the 
teacher employ to get the pupils to learn the 
appropriate contents and to gain the neces- 
sary skills for power over their own lives? 
The procedures necessary are those that will 
address the learning styles of individuals 
and that will also have the greatest impact 
on their affective dimensions. The learners, 
from interacting with the teachers, with 
themselves, and with their peers, should de- 
velop emotionally and strengthen their feel- 
ings of self-worth. A critical concern in us- 
ing this model is fostering self-control of 
one’s educational experience. The individ- 
ual must come from this curricular experi- 
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FIGURE 8-5 From Gerald 
Weinstein and Marco D. Fantini, 
Toward Humanstic Education. 
(New York: Praeger, 1970). 
Reprinted with permisson. 


ence as a person feeling in control of his or 
her own destiny and believing that his or 
her ideas, values, and decisions are indeed 
important. 


Rogers’s Model: Interpersonal Relations. 


Although Carl Rogers is not a curriculum 
specialist, he has developed a model for 
changing human behavior that can be used 
for curriculum development. His emphasis 
is not on content or learning activities, 
rather on human experiences; it does not 
focus on products, rather on processes for 
solving personal and group problems.” 

Since curriculum is planned and imple- 
mented by educators who must be flexible 
and open to change, his model is relevant to 
us in that it fosters personal growth, group 
rapport, and system-wide innovation and 
change. Rogers's model is used for explor- 
ing group experiences, whereby people ex- 
amine themselves and others, through 
T-groups, encounter groups, and sensitivity 
training groups—rooted in the ideas of the 
National Training Laboratories and the hu- 
man relations theories of management in 
the 1950s and 1960s.* With the aid of a 
trained facilitator, each participant in the 
group is encouraged to put aside his or her 
own defenses, to communicate honestly, 
and to explore his or her own feelings and 
the feelings of others. Rogers contends that 
the group experience permits “individu- 
als... to know themselves and each other 
more fully than is possible in the usual social 
or working relationships; the climate of 
openness, risk-taking, and honesty gener- 
ates trust,” which permits each participant 
to “test out and adopt more innovative and 
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constructive behaviors.” In short, the 
model promotes curriculum change by 
changing the participants involved in curric- 
ulum development. 

According to Rogers, a week-long inten- 
sive group experience should produce no- 
ticeable changes among school administra- 
tors. They become (1) less protective of their 
own beliefs and are more willing to listen to 
others, (2) less threatened by innovative 
ideas, (3) less bureaucratic and more demo- 
cratic and people oriented, (4) more willing 
to communicate with superiors and subordi- 
nates, (5) more open with staff members, 
and (6) more willing to accept feedback, 
both positive and negative, and learn from 
it. A week-long intensive group experience 
for teachers should produce the following 
outcomes: they become (1) more willing to 
listen to students, (2) more willing to accept 
novel ideas from students rather than insist 
on conformity, (3) more willing to explore 
relationships with students, (4) more willing 
to change the course content or learning ac- 
tivities to meet the interests of students, (5) 
more willing to work with students and help 
them resolve their problems, as opposed to 
disciplining them, and (6) more democratic 
and less authoritarian in teaching and run- 
ning the classroom.” 

Rogers’s model can be used for improv- 
ing the attitudes, behaviors, and personal 
relations of students, parents, community 
members, and school board members, too. 
It can be used not only among peers (people 
of the same status), but also to effect rela- 
tions between members of different status 
roles—such as a curriculum committee 
consisting of school board members, com- 
munity members, parents, administrators, 
teachers, and students. In this manner, 
members of the curriculum committee can 
learn to better understand themselves and 
others, to become more flexible and willing 
to work for constructive change. It is this 
kind of change in human attitudes and be- 
havior that should produce results in a cur- 
riculum team effort and for curriculum de- 
velopment. 


It should be noted that Rogers asserts the 
importance of scheduling group ехрегі- 
ences over a reasonable period of time—to 
prevent withering of impact. He suggests at 
least ten sessions for educators and commu- 
nity people during an academic year. Each 
group session should consist of the same 
participants, and no more than fifteen 
members. Although there is obvious need to 
improve human relations in all work situa- 
tions, including schools, it needs to be stated 
that the model does not direct change, 
rather it facilitates change; it does not pro- 
vide specific outcomes or answers, rather it 
permits people to explore processes and ex- 
periences. The improvement in human re- 
lations, in theory, will indirectly lead to 
more effective changes, outcomes, and an- 
swers. Rogers never answers the crucial 
questions: What content? What learning ac- 
tivities? What values? What are the roles of 
administrators, teachers, etc. in making cur- 
riculum decisions? The participants must 
work out these questions, and the answers 
will differ among different curriculum 
groups. But by getting an honest and open 
picture of how one feels and how others 
feel, and in communicating in a supportive 
manner, these kinds of questions can be an- 
swered іп а way that leads to improving cur- 
riculum development—actually in improv- 
ing most aspects of the educational process. 


COMPONENTS TO CONSIDER 
IN DEVELOPING A CURRICULUM 


Curricularists deal with the question, “What 
shall be included for purposes of learning? 
After that they deal with how to present oF 
arrange the what that is selected for learning 
so that students can learn or experience 16 
In other words, first they deal with knowl 
edge and content specifically, and then they 
deal with teaching and learning expel 
ences. Regardless of their philosophical оп" 
entation, they should not ignore these tw? 
elements. 


Curriculum Content. 


All curricula have content, regardless of 
their design or developmental model. How 
individuals view the content is impacted by 
their view of knowledge and reality—their 
philosophical postures. Those who believe 
in the traditional philosophies “discover” 
knowledge by using their senses. Also, to 
them knowledge is “objective”; it can be 
measured and therefore tested. 

Those who view the world from a pro- 
gressive posture “invent” knowledge ac- 
cording to their relationships with others 
and the environment. The meaning and 
truth of a child’s experience depend on 
their relationship to the situations in which 
he or she is acting. 

Those who are part of the romantic posi- 
tion view knowledge and likewise content 
from an existential or phenomenological 
epistemology. ‘To these individuals, knowl- 
edge and reality refer to the immediate in- 
ner experience of the self. Knowledge and 
truth in this view are self-awareness or self- 
insight. This form of truth is extended be- 
yond the self as a person attempts to under- 
stand other human beings. 


Conceptions of Content. Groupscharged 
with curriculum planning have options in 
content selection that are influenced by 
their philosophical outlooks. Actually, they 
have the problem of overchoice. There is 
too much content to include, and they must 
somehow make sense of what is available 
and select that which will enable students to 
learn the most—whatever curriculum de- 
sign or developmental model they imple- 
ment. This task can perhaps be made a bit 
easier if curricularists think of just how they 
define curriculum content. Parker and Ru- 
bin have noted that when educators speak 
of content, they refer “to the compendium of 
information which comprises the learning 
Materials for a particular course of a given 
grade.” This information may consist of 
facts, laws, theories, and generalizations,” as 
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in the case of mathematics or science courses, 
or it may consist of “a description of events” 
trends, or categories, as in the case ofa history 
course.” 

Some educators argue that it is more im- 
portant to learn process than content. Such 
a statement dichotomizes content and proc- 
ess, when in reality they should receive 
equal emphasis in the school’s curriculum. 
In truth, process is a type of specialized con- 
tent, related to methodology and proce- 
dures. Parker and Rubin indicate that proc- 
ess suggests “random or ordered operations 
which can be associated with knowledge and 
with human activities.” Varied processes can 
help “create” knowledge, as well as “com- 
municate” and “utilize” knowledge.” 

Emphasis on process does not reduce the 
value of students’ gaining knowledge, but 
rather affirms that students need to be ac- 
tive in their learning. Furthermore, such 
underscoring of process indicates that stu- 
dents must progress beyond the simple ac- 
quisition of knowledge; they must use the 
knowledge, if they are to gain appreciation 
and understanding of it. 

Content is more than just information to 
be learned for school purposes. Dewey ar- 
gued long ago that if content is to be more 
than information for school purposes it 
must bear some relationship to “some ques- 
tions with which the learner is concerned,” 
and it must “fit into his more direct ac- 
quaintance so as to increase its efficacy and 
deepen its meaning.”™ When selecting con- 
tent the curriculum planner must take into 
account the potential of the content to ad- 
dress all the cognitive, social, and psycholog- 
ical dimensions of the individual student. 

Some curricularists might conclude that 
content is really another term for knowledge. 
Content (subject matter) is a compendium of 
facts, concepts, generalizations, principles, 
and theories similar to disciplined knowl- 
edge. Additionally, school content does in- 
corporate methods of processing informa- 
tion. But, knowledge, whether disciplined, 
like chemistry, or non-disciplined, like envi- 
ronmental education, is concerned with the 
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KNOWLEDGE————————>- Content Knowledge 


(formal organization of 
information) 


purposes) 


advancement of understanding and the ex- 
ploration of unknown areas. In contrast, 
content and processes arranged in school 
subjects do not provide students with oppor- 
tunities for advancing the realm of knowl- 
edge, but rather opportunities for discov- 
ering knowledge that is new to them but 
known by scholars and practitioners outside 
of the school. School content, then, is distin- 
guished from knowledge by its purpose. 

All curriculum content—that is, facts, 
concepts, generalizations, and so on— 
should enable students to gain understand- 
ing and to apply that understanding to daily 
living—present and anticipated. Content se- 
lected should contribute to the students’ 
knowledge or levels of understanding. Con- 
sidering content in terms of its meaning as 
knowledge allows or enables the curriculum 
planner to be more effective in the content- 
selection process. The diagram above might 
make these distinctions clearer. 


Organization of Content. The capital- 
ized version of knowledge in the previous 
diagram is all information that has been or- 
ganized by scholars for the advancement of 
understanding. Such knowledge is organ- 
ized according to various knowledge theo- 
ries. Paul Hirst has advanced a “forms of 
knowledge” theory that organizes knowl- 
edge into distinct domains with unique 
types of concepts in specialized relation- 
ships. For instance, he observes that mathe- 
matics has unique categorical concepts of 
number, integer, and matrix. Physics has 
unique concepts of matter and energy. 
These concepts are organized into special- 
ized networks whose relationships influence 
the particular types of meanings that can be 
derived from them. These specialized or- 
ganizations of knowledge can be distin- 
guished by the different types of tests, or 
processes, utilized to determine the truth or 
validity of the propositions.” 


(selected from knowledge 
source for educational 


(understanding of school 
content at levels sufficient 
for use) 


How knowledge is organized in “reality” 
depends on the philosophical views of the 
scholar. Curriculum planners who favor 
subject-centered designs would accept most, 
if not all, of what Hirst discusses. However, 
those who accept learner-centered curricu- 
lum designs might consider that the school 
curriculum organizes personal knowledge 
rather than what some would call objective 
knowledge. Persons like Hirst апа subject- 
centered advocates in many cases view 
knowledge as things and relationships that 
are real and awaiting discovery in the outer 
world. ‘To the learner-centered design 
champion, however, knowledge relates to 
the individual’s process of personalizing the 
outer world as his or her inner potential in- 
teracts with outer reality.” 

Perhaps the best posture for curriculum 
designers is to recognize the many varia- 
tions among interpretations of knowledge 
and its organization. They would be wise to 
remember what Bruner was quick to point 
out—that the knowledge they identify and 
create cannot be conceived of in terms of ab- 
solute truth: “Knowledge is a model we con- 
struct to give meaning and structure to reg- 
ularities in experience.” The мау We 
organize knowledge is an invention for “re- 
ferring experiences economical and con- 
nected. We invent concepts such as force In 
physics,... motive in psychology, style in 
literature as a means to the end of compre 
hension.” 

Faced with organizing content for the 
curriculum, program planners usually use 
two organizers—logical and psychological. 
In following the logical organization, they 
organize content according to certain rules, 
to make it manageable. Certain concepts are 
central to the content, and others аге pre 
requisite to other concepts. In economics, 
for example, the concepts of supply and de- 
mand are major conceptual organizers 
Without these concepts, the concepts of cap- 


ital and labor or the marketplace cannot be 
grouped. Arranging economics content in 
this manner makes sense—but it really does 
not denote the way an individual might ac- 
tually learn economics. 

To detail this process, curricularists con- 
sider a psychological organization: How do 
people learn or process information? Most 
educators assume that content should be or- 
ganized by going from the students’ imme- 
diate environment to a more distant envi- 
ronment. Content, in other words, should 
be organized so that the concrete is experi- 
enced first, then the more abstract. This 
psychological factor is a key principle of 
sequencing content. 


Criteria for Selecting Content. Regard- 
less of their curriculum design preferences 
or their philosophical orientations, curric- 
ulum planners have to apply criteria in 
choosing curriculum content. Although the 
criteria are common to most curricular ori- 
entations, persons in the various philosoph- 
ical camps might place greater emphasis on 
particular criteria. 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY. Israel Scheffler argues 
that the prime guiding principle for content 
selection is helping the learners to attain 
maximum self-sufficiency in the most eco- 
пописа! manner. He elaborates three types 
of economy—economy of teaching effort 
and educational resources; economy of stu- 
dents’ efforts; and economy of subject mat- 
ter’s extent of generalizability." 

‘This criterron—heiping learners to attain 
Maximum | self-sufficiency—is also sup- 
ported by many humanists, radicals, and re- 
Conceptualists as a means by which learners 
can actualize their potential and crystallize 
their identities. 


_ SIGNIFICANCE. Content to be learned is 
Significant only to the degree to which it 
contributes to the basic ideas, concepts, 
principles, generalizations, and so on, of the 
overall aims of the curriculum, and to the 
evelopment of particular learning abilities, 
skills, processes, and attitude formation. 
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Taba noted that we should not just select 
content based on the cognitive aspects of 
learners, but also on their affective dimen- 
sions." Even though most curriculum plan- 
ners note that significance is central, they of- 
ten disagree as to what is significant. Those 
who favor subject matter designs think of 
significance in terms of what knowledge 
needs to be transmitted to students. Those 
who favor learner-centered designs think of 
significance in terms of how it contributes to 
the meaningful experiences of the pupils. 
Those who advocate problem-centered de- 
signs would consider significance in terms of 
particular social, political, and economic is- 
sues. 


VALIDITY. Validity is the authenticity of 
the content selected. In this time of infor- 
mation explosion, knowledge selected for 
school content can quickly become obsolete, 
and even incorrect. As new knowledge is 
discovered, content assumed valid may be- 
come misleading at best and false at worst. 
Validity must be verified at the initial selec- 
tion of curriculum content, but it also needs 
to be checked at regular intervals through 
the duration of the curricular program to 
determine if content originally valid contin- 
ues to be so. 

Validity would seem to be a rather 
straightforward criterion. Something is ei- 
ther accurate or inaccurate; something ei- 
ther happened or it did not. Nevertheless, 
the ideological stance that any individual 
brings to a situation vastly influences what 
he or she perceives as valid. This is why 
some can state that certain information in 
school content is valid or truthful, while oth- 
ers can consider the same information in- 
valid. Revisionists, radical school critics, and 
reconstructionists would state that much of 
the curriculum offered to students is in- 
valid.” еә 

Another way of looking at validity is in 
relation to selected goals and objectives. Is 
the content sound in relation to such goals 
and objectives? People can come to different 
conclusions about the validity of the content 
in light of the various philosophies they sup- 
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port and the curriculum designs they pre- 
ter. The content they choose will be valid to 
the extent that it coincides with the goals 
and objectives of the curriculum." 


INTEREST. Another criterion is interest. 
To those who favor the learner-centered de- 
sign, this is a key criterion. These persons 
note that knowledge exists in the learner 
when it is meaningful to his or her life. 
When it fails to be meaningful, it dehuman- 
izes education.” 

The interest criterion has been with us 
since the times of the child-centered school 
in the 1920s. Radical advocates of this move- 
ment urged that the child should be the 
source of the curriculum—that, in other 
words, the children’s interest should deter- 
mine the curriculum. 

Dewey's concern was that interest had 
come to be interpreted narrowly as choices 
expressed by children. He noted that wait- 
ing for children to express their interests, 
what they wanted and needed, “transferred 
the responsibility of the teacher to those 
taught.” Children’s interests are transitory 
and sometimes accidental. The teacher has 
the responsibility of identifying and cultivat- 
ing those interests that are prized by the 
community and that will, if addressed, allow 
the individual to function in ways that will 
facilitate successful participation in society. 

Those currently advocating a learner- 
centered curriculum point out that the con- 
tent of the curriculum must be selected with 
students’ interests in mind. But, the school 
experience should create and broaden in- 
terests as well as address them. A key ques- 
tion is: “Are students’ current interests of 
long-lasting educational value for both the 
students and society?” Dealing with this 
question is difficult because it assumes edu- 
cators possess some degree of perception re- 
garding future society and students’ places 
in that future. The criterion of students’ in- 
terests should be weighted and adjusted to 
allow for students’ maturity, their prior ex- 
periences, the educational and social value 
of their interests, and the way they are ex- 
pected to interact within society. 


отилту. Utility concerns the usefulness 
of the content. Again, how a person defines 
usefulness is influenced by his or her philo- 
sophical view and favored curriculum de- 
sign. Usefulness to those favoring the sub- 
ject-centered design is often judged in terms 
of how the content learned will enable stu- 
dents to use that knowledge in job situations 
and other adult activities. Usefulness to 
those in the learner-centered camp is re- 
lated to how the content enables the individ- 
ual to gain an accurate perception of his or 
her self-identity and to attain meaning in his 
or her life. Is the content useful for the 
learner developing his or her human poten- 
tial? Proponents of the problem-centered 
mode would think of content as having util- 
ity if it has direct application to ongoing life 
and to social and political issues. 

LEARNABILITY. Could anyone select con- 
tent without considering this obvious crite- 
rion? Some critics of the schools say yes. 
Certain contents are selected that are out of 
the range of experiences of particular stu- 
dents and are thus difficult, if not impossi- 
ble, to learn. Further, selected contents are 
sometimes arranged and presented in ways 
that make their learning difficult for some 
students. Critics often say that content se- 
lected reflects a middle-class bias and that it 
is organized to favor those who have conver- 
gent (and right-answer) learning styles. The 
learnability criterion relates to the optimal 
placement and appropriate organization 
and sequencing of content. Further, it ad- 
dresses the issue of appropriateness for the 
intended student audience. 

FEASIBILITY. Feasibility, the last crite- 
rion, forces curriculum planners to consider 
content in light of the time allowed, the re- 
sources available, the expertise of current 
staff, the nature of the political climate, the 
existing legislation, and the amount of pub- 
lic monies available. Although educators 
may think that they have an entire world of 
content from which to choose, they do have 
limitations on their actions. Even the num 
ber of days in the school calendar, for exam- 
ple, limits what can be taught. So do the siz 


of the classroom and the personnel of the 
school. Content selection has to be consid- 
ered within the context of the existing real- 
ity—which usually boils down to economics 
and politics. 

In this connection, David Pratt analyzes 
economic and political feasibility in terms of 
“constraints.” The curriculum, he argues, is 
“largely governed by [such] constraints, 
[апа] unfeasibility is commonly due to the 
magnitude of the constraints.” It may be 
necessary to “ask whether any of the con- 
straints can be changed.” Here we allude to 
economic compromises, shifting funds, al- 
tering public opinion, compromising or 
negotiating with pressure groups, and/or 
becoming involved іп school-community 
politics. 


Curriculum Experiences. 


Curriculum content is the “meat” of the 
curriculum plan, but we can consider the 
experiences planned for the students as 
the “heart.” Experiences are the key factors 
that shape the learners’ orientations to the 
content and, ultimately, their understand- 
ing of it. Taba noted that “perhaps the first 
important consideration in achieving a 
wider range of objectives is the fact that the 
learning experiences, and not the content as 
such, are the means for achieving all objec- 
tives besides those of knowledge and under- 
standing.” 

Curriculum experience involves the in- 
structional component of the curriculum. 
Instruction refers primarily to the human 
interaction between teacher and student in 
ways that are designed to achieve the goals 
of the school. It is specialized behavior 
planned in light of particular objectives. It 
consists of teaching methods and activities 
that take place in the classroom for the pur- 
pose of attaining the schools’ goals. There 
are a multitude of both teaching methods 
and educational activities. Examples of 
teaching methods are inquiry strategies, lec- 
ture, discussion, and demonstration. Exam- 
ples of educational activities are viewing 
films, conducting experiments, viewing vid- 
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eos, interacting with computer programs, 
taking field trips, and listening to speakers.“ 
Both are integral parts of the curriculum 
and must be carefully considered in light of 
the content selected. 

At a theoretical level, instruction includes 
all the actions of teachers necessary to influ- 
ence the students’ behavior and, ultimately, 
their learning. The particular actions of a 
teacher may vary according to the teaching 
method and/or educational activities, but 
they all have the purpose of influencing stu- 
dents’ behavior and learning.” 


EXPERIENCES VERSUS ACTIVITIES. When 
discussing curriculum we do not make a fine 
distinction between teaching methods and 
educational activities. Rather, we group all 
the actions of both teachers and students 
under the title learning experiences. But 
this was not always the case. At the turn of 
this century, the terms learning activities and 
learning experiences were absent in the educa- 
tional literature. One read instead about rec- 
itations, exercises, and projects. But with the ev- 
olution of the field of psychology, and also 
the work of progressivism led by Kilpatrick 
and Ellsworth Collings (a doctoral student 
of Kilpatrick’s), the activities of the learners 
received more attention in the educational 
equation.” 

Educators began to realize that the term 
learning activities did not describe adequately 
the dynamics of the teaching-learning situa- 
tion. Many children could be engaged in the 
same learning activities, but the experiences 
each pupil derived might be quite different. 
By 1935, the term learning activities was be- 
ing replaced with the term learning experi- 
ences. Most writers of curriculum today talk 
of learning experiences, especially since 
Tyler used the term in his classic text.“ 

The shift in terms is more than a mere 
change of words. It also indicates a differ- 
ence in intent and result—a focus on proc- 
esses or products. This dichotomy is still de- 
bated in the curriculum field. Sometimes 
the discussion seems to be an argument be- 
tween those who value the journey of educa- 
tion (the means, the learning process) and 
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those who prize the destination (knowledge, 
understanding, ends). Maxine Green favors 
learning experiences, not activities, for their 
potential of having personal significance for 
learners.” Others with this view want stu- 
dents to encounter the curriculum content 
through experiences that will enable them 
to do something with it and to create mean- 
ing from it. 


WHOLENESS AND CONTINUITY. Students’ 
curriculum experiences should be such that 
they see life’s wholeness and continuity in 
activity.® Students should see “that every 
concrete entity is experienced within a con- 
text of wider relationships and possibilities. 
Conscious life is always open to a never- 
ending web of entailments and unfoldings. 
No content of experience is just what it ap- 
pears to be here and now without any fur- 
ther prospects or associations.” 


MEANS AND ENDS. Persons who favor 
learner-centered designs and problem-cen- 
tered designs tend to view learning experi- 
ences as means—as valuable in themselves. 
These persons consider learning exper- 
iences to be expressions of individuality. In 
their analysis of the curriculum, they tend to 
focus on the learning process and to charge 
the curriculum designer with offering the 
best of conditions: encounters that allow in- 
dividuals to be liberated to fully achieve 
their human potential. 

But many in the curriculum field, though 
they do not necessarily ignore completely 
the process aspect of the educational experi- 
ence, place major emphasis on the ends of 
education. These individuals favor subject- 
centered curriculum designs. Curriculum- 
development activities and implementation 
strategies are performed with the intention 
of achieving the aims and goals of the 
school. Instruction is the means for at- 
taining the content that has been selected 
and the overall goals of the program. Ends- 
oriented curricularists view learning oppor- 
tunities not as valuable in themselves but as 
instrumental in attaining specified conse- 

quences. These persons аге product-ori- 
ented. They look at the outcomes resulting 


from the interface of students, teachers, and 
the curriculum. They are interested in re- 
sults; not just inherent attributes of experi- 
ences. 

Means-oriented curricularists, іп con- 
trast, seem to be looking at effects that are 
more personal and individual and that per- 
haps address human needs. They are look- 
ing at the effects of the experiences to deter- 
mine whether or not students gain a sense 
of personal fulfillment and power over their 
own lives and a commitment to responsible 
action. Those favoring the ends orientation 
are interested in effects that seem to be aca- 
demic: Did the students “learn” the content 
of the curriculum? 


Relationship of Content and Experiences. 


No curriculum—regardless of its de- 
sign—can ignore content and experiences. 
Although subject-centered designs stress 
content, they also consider its delivery. 
Learner-centered designs focus on the cen- 
trality of the students and their experiences, 
but they, too, consider the experiences in re- 
lation to what is learned. 

What educators need to remember is 
that, in reality, content and experiences do 
not exist apart. If students are thinking, 
they are usually thinking about something— 
some content. If they are engaged in some 
experience, such as reading a book, they are 
combining both an experience and content. 
Content and learning experiences always 
comprise curriculum unity. Students cannot 
just engage in learning, or in studying, with- 
out experiencing some activity and some 
content. Likewise, students cannot deal with 
content without being engaged in some ex- 
perience or some activity. 

Curriculum planners sometimes separate 
content from experience. However, they ге- 
alize that in the actual delivery of educa- 
tional programs both elements coexist. Taba 
noted, “One can speak of effective learning 
only if both content and process are fruitful 
and significant.” 


Criteria for Selecting Experiences. 
Some criteria are useful for considering ро" 


tential content and experiences. Validity, es- 
pecially congruence of objectives and goals, 
is an appropriate example. Other criteria 
are expressed by the question: “Will the ex- 
perience do what we wish it to do in light of 
the overall aims and goals of the program 
and specific objectives of the curriculum?” 
Following are specific extensions of this 
question. Are the experiences: 


1. Valid in light of the ways in which knowl- 
edge and skills will be applied in out-of- 
school situations? 

2. Feasible in terms of time, staff expertise, fa- 
cilities available within and outside of the 
school, community expectations? 

3. Optimal in terms of students’ learning the 
content? 

4. Capable of allowing students to develop 
their thinking skills and rational powers? 

5. Capable of stimulating in students greater 
understanding of their own existence as in- 
dividuals and as members of groups? 

6. Capable of fostering in students an openness 
to new experiences and a tolerance for diver- 
sity? 

7. Such that they will facilitate learning and 
motivate students to continue learning? 

8. Capable of allowing students to address their 
needs? 

9. Such that students can broaden their inter- 
ests? 

10. Such that they will foster the total develop- 
ment of students in cognitive, affective, psy- 
chomotor, social, and spiritual domains? 


Educational Environments. 


As we cannot separate content from ex- 
periences in the actual delivery of a curricu- 
lum, neither can we divorce the exper- 
lencing of content from the space within 
which experience occurs. Until recently ed- 
ucators have not given much attention to 
the environment of the school other than to 
make sure that the children had adequate 
light, places to sit, desks upon which to 
write, and places to hang their clothes. As 
John Holt points out, “We would have to 
Worry a lot less in our schools about 
Motivating’ children, about finding ways to 
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make good things happen, if we would just 
provide more spaces in which good things 
could happen.” Space, Holt notes, creates ac- 
tivity; it allows students “to generate places 
and moods.” 

Educational space is crucial to meaning- 
ful educational experiences. Children who 
experience a creative environment are 
much more likely to be stimulated, to realize 
their potential, and to be excited about 
learning.” 

Presently, there is increasing concern 
about educational space, namely how to 
define it, classify it, and organize it. The en- 
vironments educators design should facili- 
tate students’ attending to the experiences 
and content that they have selected and or- 
ganized. The environments should stimu- 
late purposeful student activity. They 
should allow for a depth and range of con- 
tent and experiences that facilitate learning. 

Persons who favor subject-centered de- 
signs might give only scant consideration to 
the educational environment. They might 
feel that it matters little where learning is to 
occur. But, even these persons would have 
to admit that if, for example, a teacher were 
presenting science information, the labora- 
tory environment would, at times, be more 
appropriate than the lecture hall. Persons 
who favor learner-centered designs, on the 
other hand, might be more inclined to take 
seriously the planning of meaningful envi- 
ronments. Spaces need to allow individuals 
to grow; they are part of the quality of 
experience for students. Ideally, persons 
creating programs, regardless of their de- 
sign preference, will take into consideration 
the nature of the space in which the curricu- 
lum is to be realized by both teachers and 
students. 


Criteria for Environment. Educational 
environments should address social needs, 
security needs, and belongingness needs, as 
well as the development of inner awareness, 
appreciation, and empathy for others. In 
addition, they should enable students to 
master intended learnings. The environ- 
ments should stimulate purposeful student 
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activity, and they should allow for a depth 
and range of activities that facilitate learn- 
ing. 
Brian Castaldi has suggested that, when 
contemplating and designing educational 
environments, planners keep in mind four 
criteria—adequacy, suitability, efficiency, 
апа economy." Adequacy refers to the space 
planned: Is it of sufficient size to accommo- 
date the students for whom the space is in- 
tended? Adequacy also refers to environ- 
mental controls: Is the light sufficient so 
that students can read with ease? Are the 
visual displays big enough so that students 
can see them? Are the materials serviceable 
for the learning styles of the students? Are 
the acoustics appropriate so that students 
can hear? 

Closely related to adequacy is suitability. Is 
the shape of the environment suitable for 
the type of activity planned? If some infor- 
mation is going to be demonstrated, is the 
environment such that all students can see 
with ease? If students are to engage in dis- 
covery, does the environment help or hin- 
der such activity? 

When dealing with the criterion of ade- 
quacy, we also consider the relationships be- 
tween the various spaces within a school. 
How do spaces designed for individual in- 
vestigation relate to spaces planned for stor- 
age and retrieval of educational materials? 
How do spaces created for small-group in- 
vestigation relate to spaces designed for 
small-group viewing of educational media? 
Will students be able to move around the 
room without disrupting other students? 

Ensuring efficiency involves attending to 
those characteristics of educational space 
that are likely to improve its instructional ef- 
fectiveness or operational characteristics: 
Does the environment as planned allow the 
educational activity to be carried out with a 
minimum of effort? Will the environment as 
planned facilitate the greatest amount of 
learning with the least amount of effort by 
students and teachers? If students are to lis- 
ten to audio tapes at their desks, can they be 
placed where they will not be disturbed by 


unnecessary noise or by students engaged in 
other activities? 

Castaldi’s final criterion, economy, relates 
to actual savings, in terms of capital outlay, 
that can be achieved by the initial architec- 
tural design or by a modification of an ex- 
isting environment for a particular aspect of 
the curriculum. Economy deals with the cost 
of teaching some part of the curriculum in 
the environment provided. It also relates to 
economy of students’ and teachers’ efforts, 
Time is a resource, and curricula are de- 
signed to make maximum use of time to 
achieve basic program goals and objectives. 
Sometimes, for example, students spend a 
major part of their day just waiting for the 
teacher to get to them. Sometimes, teachers 
spend too much time going from one part 
of the school to another to engage in a dif- 
ferent school activity. It could be that plan- 
ners can design educational environments 
so that students and teachers are very near 
to the appropriate spaces for their different 
activities.” 


PARTICIPANTS IN DEVELOPING 
THE CURRICULUM 


Developing or designing a curriculum іп- 
volves a large number of persons, both 
school-based and community-based. It also 
involves different levels of planning: The 
classroom level, the school level, the па- 
tional level, and even the international level. 
Sometimes the designers work in harmony, 
and sometimes they are at odds with each 
other. In fact, the competition among them 
for certain types of curricula is what makes 
curriculum development largely a political 
activity in which there is competition for au- 
thority and control, for scarce resources, 
and for primacy of certain values. 


Political-Arena Participants. 


This competition for control involves 
struggles among educators and policymak- 
ers and the public. Most educators are work- 


ing to have their particular views of purpose 
of education and the curriculum become 
dominant. All curriculum developers are 
concerned with attaining the greatest ben- 
efits from the curriculum, The politics of 
education is concerned with who benefits 
and how those benefits are determined. 
Curriculum is concerned with providing 
programs to benefit learners. Curriculum 
participants—both leaders and followers— 
have to determine what types of curricula 
will benefit what students, how to select 
those curricula, how to determine who will 
receive the benefits of particular curricula, 
and how to deliver those benefits.” 


School-Arena Participants. 


Macdonald advocated that all parties af- 
fected by the curriculum should be involved 
in deciding its nature and purpose. He pre- 
sented a model that showed several groups, 
all directing their thinking, feelings, and 
knowledge to curriculum activity. The 
model, shown in Figure 8-6, depicts the 
players in continuous interactions. 


Teachers. The teacher occupies a cen- 
tral position in curriculum decision making. 
Michael Kirst points out that the teacher de- 
cides what aspects of the curriculum, newly 
developed or ongoing, to implement or 
stress in a particular class. The teacher also 
determines whether to spend time, and how 
much of it, on developing thinking skills or 
basic skills." 

At the classroom level, teachers set the 
stage and determine the direction and qual- 
ity of the curriculum. They define what cur- 
riculum objectives within the overall frame- 
work of the curriculum to teach. The 
content and experiences they select will re- 
flect their views of the curriculum design. 
Teachers also decide who will get what kind 
of curriculum content and what types of ex- 
periences. 

In addition to being curriculum partici- 
pants at the classroom level, teachers are 
also involved with curriculum committees. 
Some of these committees are organized by 
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grade level—for example, an elementary 
curriculum committee; others are organized 
by subject area. Some might be organized 
according to the type of student under 
consideration—for example, a committee 
for the gifted or a committee for the learn- 
ing disabled. The committee format is the 
standard way of involving teachers in curric- 
ulum activity outside of the classroom 
level.” 

Actually teachers are involved, or should 
be involved, with every phase of curriculum 
development. Although not all teachers 
wish to be involved in all stages of curricu- 
lum development, all teachers, by the na- 
ture of their role, are involved in the imple- 
mentation of the curriculum: Teaching is 
implementing the curriculum. Teachers 
need to be part of the total curriculum- 
development activity—from the formation 
of aims and goals to the evaluation and 
maintenance of the curriculum. They need 
to help develop curriculum packages, con- 
ceptualize resource designs, design educa- 
tional environments, assist in piloting cur- 
riculum units, and communicate with the 
general public on new curricular projects. 


Students. If we accept that all who are 
impacted by the curriculum need to be in- 
volved in its planning, we cannot ignore the 
students. Students seldom have formal in- 
fluence on what they will learn or even on 
the manner of their experiencing the con- 
tent. This is, however, changing in some 
schools. Students, especially at the second- 
ary level, are sometimes involved in curricu- 
lum committees. Some schools are also in- 
volving secondary students in conducting 
surveys and needs assessments. As Ronald 
Doll notes, students are the “consumers” of 
education and they deserve to supply input 
to educators regarding curricular matters.” 


Principals. Principals are often consid- 
ered to be the curriculum leaders in the 
school setting. Although this is the ideal no- 
tion, principals are frequently little more 
than go-betweens from the central office to 
the parents and the school staff developing 
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Scholar-expert 
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and implementing the curriculum. Often 
principals just do not have the time to en- 
gage in “real” curriculum development. 
Principals who are actively engaged in cur- 
riculum development and implementation 
delegate to others portions of their usual 
managerial responsibilities of running their 
schools. In most cases, however, the mana- 
gerial functions of the school—not curricu- 
lum issues—take up most of the principals’ 
ume. 

The principal must be supportive of cur- 
ricular activity within the school and must 
actively work to help the staff and others 
create the program. John Goodlad and oth- 
ers have noted that the school is the arena 
for curriculum development and that the 
role of the principal is essential for curricu- 
lum change and curriculum reform.” The 
principal should be a key participant be- 
cause he or she is in daily contact with 
teachers and thus knows their needs and 
their reactions, both positive and negative, 
to the existing or developing curriculum. 
This educational leader can serve to inter- 
pret local as well as national trends. In addi- 
tion to setting the stage, this person also 
serves a crucial role as supervisor by ensur- 


Teacher 


FIGURE 8-6 Continuous 
Interaction Model for 
Curriculum Activity. 
Source: from James В. 
Macdonald, “Responsible 
Curriculum Development,” in 
E. W. Eisner, ed., Confronting 
Curriculum Reform (Boston: 
Little, Brown, 1971), p. 71. 


ing that the instructional component of the 
program is viable.” 

Some argue that the principal should ini- 
tiate curriculum change; others think the 
principal should facilitate implementation 
of curriculum decisions already made. As a 
facilitator, the principal furnishes time for 
curricular activity; arranges for in-service 
training; sits on a curriculum advisory 
committee as a resource agent; and orders 
necessary support materials. In small 
schools we would expect principals to serve 
more actively as curriculum initiators, devel- 
opers, and implementers. 


Curriculum Specialists. Curriculum 
specialists play a major role in curriculum- 
development and implementation activities. 
They are known by many titles: coordina- 
tors, supervisors, directors, or chairpersons. 
An individual's title usually gives some idea 
of his or her responsibilities. Persons called 
curriculum directors or coordinators are 
usually educators who are known as curricu- 
lum generalists." They have a broad knowl- 
edge of the nature of curriculum and are 
experts in creating and implementing сиг- 
гісша. They usually do not have a content 


major. Other generalists in a school district 
are known as directors of elementary or sec- 
ondary education. Usually, these persons 
have expertise in administration as well as 
curriculum, but their focus is either elemen- 
tary or secondary. 

Persons with specific content specialties 
are often titled as supervisors, chairs, or 
heads of a particular subject area, for exam- 
ple supervisor (chair, head) of science. 
These persons have some background in 
curriculum, but they have a content major 
and are often more concerned with super- 
vising instruction.” 

Curriculum specialists are responsible for 
ensuring that programs are conceptualized, 
designed, created, and implemented. This 
requires a high level of understanding of 
curriculum and skill in managing people. 
Curriculum specialists need knowledge of 
curriculum design and development, in 
translating curriculum theory into practice, 
and in supervising and evaluating instruc- 
tion. Unruh and Unruh have noted that 
curriculum specialists must be versatile, sen- 
sitive, patient, and skilled in human геја- 
tions. Additionally, they need competence 
in decision making and leadership. The au- 
thors identified ten tasks of the curriculum 
specialist: (1) defining goals and objectives; 
(2) developing needs and problems; (3) cre- 
ating conceptual models of curriculum de- 
velopment; (4) developing plans, strategies, 
and procedures that encourage people to 
work together; (5) fostering interrelation- 
ships and comprehensiveness in curriculum 
development; (6) involving people in curric- 
ulum development; (7) communicating 
within and outside of the schools; (8) 
increasing professionalism regarding cur- 
пеш ит; (9) planning implementation; and 
(10) evaluating the curriculum.” 


The Assistant (Associate) Superintend- 
ent. In many school systems, the person 
with the primary responsibility for curricu- 
lum activity is the assistant or associate 
Superintendent. This person, a line admin- 
istrator, reports directly to the superinten- 
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dent, who is in the forefront. In тапу 
school districts curriculum directors or 
coordinators report to the assistant or asso- 
ciate superintendent. Ideally, this assistant 
or associate superintendent: (1) chairs or 
serves as advisor to the general curriculum 
advisory committee; (2) is responsible for in- 
forming the superintendent of the major 
trends occurring in the field of curriculum 
and how these trends are being translated in 
the school system; (3) works with elemen- 
tary and secondary directors or coordina- 
tors regarding curricular activity; (4) is in 
charge of the budget for curricular activity; 
(5) provides input in the statement of phi- 
losophy, aims, and goals; (6) guides evalua- 
tion relevant to aims and goals; and (7) man- 
ages long-term and short-term activities 
designed to strengthen programs.” This ed- 
ucator also helps formulate policies con- 
cerning curriculum innovation. 


The Superintendent. The chief admin- 
istrator of the school system is the superin- 
tendent, who is charged with keeping the 
system running. The superintendent re- 
sponds to matters before the school board, 
initiates curriculum activity, starts programs 
for the in-service training of teachers, in- 
forms all district personnel of changes 
occurring in other schools, and processes 
demands coming from outside the system 
for change or maintenance of educational 
offerings. 

Good superintendents also inspire change 
and enable curricula to be responsive to 
changing demands. They are directly re- 
sponsible to the school board for the total 
educational action in the district. They must 
establish the means for curricular action, in- 
terpret all aspects of the school’s program to 
the board, and set up communication net- 
works to inform the public of and involve 
the public in the curriculum process. 


Boards of Education. Boards of educa- 
tion are the legal agents for the schools. 
Comprised of laypersons usually elected as 
representatives of the general public, these 
boards are spokespersons for the commu- 
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nity, who are responsible for the overall 
management of the schools. They are also 
responsible for being informed about the 
realm of curriculum and for relating the ex- 
isting curriculum to the goals of the school 
system. They are involved as new curricula 
are being proposed so they can be aware of 
the rationale for changes recommended. 
The school boards, in fact, have the final say 
about whether a new program piloted is 
finally implemented district-wide. They en- 
act district policies that facilitate the devel- 
opment and implementation of new curric- 
ula. They vote the funds that enable 
curricula to go from an idea to reality. 

School boards, along with the central ad- 
ministrative staffs, do seem to be losing con- 
trol of the “running” of the school districts. 
In some cases, control has been taken away 
by the actions of legislatures defining just 
what basic education is. In other cases, 
special-interest groups have gone to court to 
alter board policies if such policies are 
found unacceptable.* In many school dis- 
tricts the school board, rather than being 
the leader in determining curriculum and 
policy, plays a secondary role. Federal, state, 
and local professionals carry the charge for 
creating new curricula. 


Lay Citizens. Few people would contest 
that the schools belong to the public. But al- 
though laypeople have been assuming in- 
creasing roles in curriculum activity, the 
role of the lay community in curriculum 
matters is still minimal. Most of the public, 
though perhaps concerned in general terms 
with the schools, are really not interested in 
becoming actively engaged in curriculum 
development.“ Most possess little knowl- 
edge about course content, course designs, 
or models of curriculum development. 

Research indicates that citizen participa- 
tion in curriculum policy making tends to be 
superficial and reactive. Citizens do partici- 
pate, however, when goals are being deter- 
mined and often when the changes have 
been completed. This may be because con- 
sidering and implementing new programs 
involves needs analysis, and so receives me- 


dia coverage. In general, however, even 
though lay groups may not be actively in- 
volved in curriculum development, a major 
conflict between the citizens and the school 
board is usually won by the citizens. 

Most authorities maintain that the lay 
public should be involved in curriculum ac- 
tivity. However, there is still some discussion 
as to the extent and manner of their partici- 
pation. Ideally, citizens should be involved 
in real problems and should be members of 
formal committees or groups established by 
the school district. They can, for example, 
be members of school-sponsored “overall” 
or “phase” committees. Overall committees 
attend to the total school program whereas 
phase committees focus on a particular as- 
pect of education. Citizens for effective 
schools would comprise an overall commit- 
tee; citizens for bilingual education would 
be a phase committee.” 


Participants Outside the School District. 


Many participants outside the school dis- 
trict impact the nature and scope of the cur- 
riculum and influence who will receive the 
curriculum. These participants exist at var- 
ious levels. Figure 8-7 shows decision mak- 
ing in curriculum planning according to lev- 
els. It starts with level one, the individual 
teacher, and proceeds upward and outward. 
The in-district participation ends at the 
school district level, but beyond that are the 
state, the national, and international levels 
(the latter is not shown in the figure). In 
particular, various social and political forces 
(left side of the figure) and legal structures 
and agencies (right side) impact on the dif- 
ferent curriculum levels. 


The Federal Government. For much of 
this century, the federal government was 
content to allow the states and the local dis- 
tricts to deal with curricular matters. But be- 
ginning in the 19605 the federal govern- 
ment became а powerful factor m 
determining the kinds of educational mate- 
rials for and their uses in the schools. This 
corresponded with the Sputnik and Great 
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Society eras. Federal dollars established and 
maintained regional laboratories and inno- 
vations, first for science and math and then 
later for most subject areas. 

Today controversy exists over the role 
and extent of involvement by the federal 
government in curriculum matters. It has 
been suggested, for example, that the fed- 
eral government might well assume five spe- 
cific roles. The federal government: 


1. Could identify critical educational issues, 
many of which are related to curriculum, 
such as the demand for back to the basics or 
а common curriculum for all students. 

2. Could synthesize the vast amount of knowl- 
edge regarding education, specifically curric- 
ulum. 

3. Could promote research regarding curricu- 
lum materials. 

4. Could support the application and dissemi- 
nation of knowledge, especially about curric- 
ulum. 

. Could encourage the preparation of persons 
interested in the field of education, includ- 
ing curriculum.” 


o 


State Agencies. During the last decade 
and continuing into this one, states іп- 
creased their role in educational policy mak- 
ing. Much of this growth has been at the ex- 
pense of the local school district. In many 
states, the state board of education has 
made formal recommendations and issued 
guidelines as to what the curriculum should 
contain and how it should be organized. 
The growing involvement of the states is 
based in part on the position that the man- 
agement of education is truly a state func- 
tion, a posture that is augmented by the de- 
crease in federal funds.” 

States impact the curriculum in many 
ways. State legislatures frequently publish 
guidelines on what shall be taught. They 
also mandate such courses as driver educa- 
tion and drug education to deal with per- 
ceived social problems. Pressure groups 

operating on a state basis, who frequently 
vie to have their interests represented in the 
curriculum, affect curriculum decisions as 
well. Often these associations or groups 


lobby in the legislatures for the curriculum 
to treat particular content and/or address 
certain students. 

With the publication of the numerous re- 

rts on the reform of education in the 
1980s, state agencies throughout the nation 
have initiated minimum competency move- 
ments aimed at academic reform. Much leg- 
islation regarding the testing of competency 
skills has been passed. By 1983 as many as 
forty-two states sought to increase the rigor 
of such curriculum areas as mathematics, 
science, English, and foreign language, and 
forty-four states had increased high school 
graduation requirements.” 


Regional Organizations. States often 
participate voluntarily in curriculum mat- 
ters. Two regional organizations have be- 
come formalized to ensure such participa- 
tion: Regional educational laboratories and 
research and development (R and D) cen- 
ters. Regional educational laboratories in- 
fluence school curricula by providing guid- 
ance in the production of materials and by 
furnishing consultants who serve on plan- 
ning teams. R and D centers investigate 
specific curricular problems, among other 
problems, whose results can be of value to 
curriculum planners. R and D centers also 
aid curriculum specialists by documenting 
the effectiveness of particular programs or 
approaches. 

Another type of regional organization is 
the intermediate school district. The term 
“intermediate district” or “educational ser- 
vice agency” (ESA) refers to an office or 
agency in a middle position between the 
state department of education and local 
school districts. Thirty-nine states have 
some form of intermediate school district. 
The average intermediate district comprises 
twenty to thirty school districts in about fifty 
square miles.” 

In recent years, intermediate districts 
have provided school districts with resource 
personnel in such general areas of educa- 
tion as curriculum, instruction, and evalua- 
tion; in specialized areas, such as education 
of the handicapped, gifted and talented, 


and bilingual students; and in more specific 
areas, such as prekindergarten education, 
vocational education, data processing, and 
computer education. 


Other Participants. 


1. Educational Publishers. In large part, publish- 
ers have given the country an unofficial 
national curriculum, In most schools, the 
textbooks used frequently determine the 
curriculum. The power of the textbook is 
particularly evident when we realize that 
nearly 75 percent of the students’ total class- 
room time is spent engaged with instruc- 
tional materials. An even greater percentage 
of time—90 percent—is spent with instruc- 
tional materials when students are doing 
homework. What students “know” usually 
reflects their textbooks’ content.” 

2. Testing Organizations. Along with educational 
publishers, testing organizations, such as the 
Educational Testing Service or Psychological 
Corporation, have also contributed to the 
making of a “national” curriculum. By 
standardizing the content tested, these or- 
ganizations have impacted what content the 
curriculum will cover and how much empha- 
sis will be given to particular topics. 

3. Professional Organizations. Organizations such 
as the Association for Supervision and Cur- 
riculum Development, the National Council 
of Teachers of English, the National Council 
for the Social Studies, and the American Ed- 
ucational Research Association have indi- 
rectly influenced the curriculum. Their 
members bring messages and goals set forth 
at state and national conferences “back 
home,” to be tried out in the local schools. 
Increasingly, such professional organiza- 
tions are actually formalizing networks of 
schools to communicate curricular concerns 
and also to mount studies whose published 
reports set guidelines and standards for the 
creation of curricula. 

Other professional organizations, such as 
the National Education Association and the 
American Federation of Teachers, have 
tried to involve teachers more directly in cur- 
riculum decision making. State affiliates of 
these organizations have worked with local 
districts to set up curricular goals. In some 
school districts, teacher organizations have 
made curriculum a negotiable matter.” 
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Many other people and groups outside of 
the schools also influence the curriculum in 
one way or another. Colleges апа univer- 
sities directly and indirectly influence cur- 
riculum development. Many educational 
consultants to the schools come from the 
colleges, for example. Pressure groups of- 
ten organize to impact the curriculum too. 
Sometimes, individual educators and lay 
critics assume the role of educational re- 
formers, and they attempt, mostly through 
their writings, to give direction to curricu- 
lum development. 

Various foundations have also impacted 
curriculum formation, largely by supplying 
funds. The Ford, Rockefeller, Carnegie, 
and Kettering Foundations have made the 
most active efforts to modify the curriculum 
through pilot and experimental programs. 


CONCLUSION 


Curriculum planners faced with creating 
curricula really have an overchoice of cur- 
riculum development models from which to 
choose. Which models they select are influ- 
enced by their philosophical orientations 
and approaches to curriculum. Several 
subject-centered development models em- 
phasize a technical-scientific approach to 
curriculum development—the major ap- 
proach to curriculum creation today. 

Likewise several models of a nontechni- 
cal-nonscientific approach to curriculum ех- 
ist; these consider curriculum from a more 
“evolutionary” viewpoint. Persons who ac- 
cept learner-centered designs tend to favor 
these models. 

Diversity of approach characterizes cur- 
riculum creation. Most in the field of curric- 
ulum admit, however, that certain curricu- 
lum elements are universal; they require 
attention or at least awareness from all cur- 
ricularists. Contents, experiences, and envi- 
ronments, for instance, are constants re- 
gardless of design or development—that is, 
whether a particular curriculum is being 
systematically planned or evolving natural- 
istically. A curriculum without content is no 
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curriculum. A curriculum without experi- 
ences cannot be delivered or encountered 
by students. And a curriculum without a 
planned environment cannot ђе ітріе- 
mented. 


The various models available, and the 


numerous elements of curriculum, present 
challenges to a vast array of participants, 
who exist at many levels—from the local to 
the national. People will no doubt continue 
to argue about who should have the major 
part in curriculum decision making. 
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chapter 9 


CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION 


It makes little difference how appropriate 
or valued a school curriculum is if it does 
not get “delivered” to students. A curricu- 
lum, however well designed, must be imple- 
mented throughout a school district if it is to 
make any impact or if students are to attain 
its goals and objectives. Much that is 
planned and developed often does not get 
implemented. Many new programs do noth- 
ing more than gather dust on shelves. They 
get blunted at classroom doors.' 

Part of the problem is that implementing 
a curriculum has not been considered а cru- 
cial stage. Also, many charged with curricu- 
lum activity have neither had a good macro 
view of the process nor realized that innova- 
tions need to be monitored. Implementa- 
tion should not be viewed as a clear-cut yes 
or no—to use or not use a new program. 
The process is developmental and occurs at 
different levels. Successful implementation 
of a curriculum, regardless of its design, 
rests upon delineating at the outset of the 


development process the stages necessary 
for implementation.” 


THE NATURE OF IMPLEMENTATION 


Leslie Bishop stated that implementation re- 
quires restructuring and replacement. It re- 
quires reorganizing and adjusting personal 
habits, ways of behaving, program empha- 
ses, learning spaces, and existing curricula 
and schedules. It means getting educators to 
shift from the current program to the new 
program, a modification that can be met 
with great resistance. The ease with which a 
curriculum leader can trigger such behavior 
changes in staff depends in part on the qual- 
ity of the initial planning and the precision 
with which the steps of curriculum develop- 
ment have been carried out up to this point.* 

Although experienced leaders of curricu- 
lum activities have realized that implemen- 
tation is an essential aspect of curriculum 
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development, only in the last ten or fifteen 
years has implementation become a major 
educational concern. Such interest has 
evolved partly because even though millions 
of dollars have been spent developing cur- 
riculum projects, especially for reading, 
math, and science, many of these projects 
have not succeeded. 

When evaluating implementation, we 
need to consider the various assumptions 
educators bring to the process. Many as- 
sume that implementation is simply another 
step in the curriculum planning process and 
that they can expect to proceed from the 
planning and design stages to the actual im- 
plementation stage with relative ease. After 
reviewing several innovative projects, Fullan 
and Pomfret presented some sobering com- 
ments: 


If there is one finding that stands out in our re- 
view, it is that effective implementation of . . . in- 
novations requires time, personal interaction and 
contacts, inservice training, and other forms of 
people-based support. Research has shown time 
and again that there is no substitute for the pri- 
macy of personal contact among implementers, 
and between implementers and planners/consul- 
tants, if the difficult process of unlearning old 
roles and learning new ones is to occur. Equally 
clear is the absence of such opportunities on a 
regular basis during the planning and implemen- 
tation of most innovations.‘ 


In order for implementation of a pro- 
gram or process to occur, changes must be 
made in the behaviors of all affected parties. 
Fullan and Pomfret point out that teachers 
must be clear about the purpose, the nature, 
and the benefits of the innovation. 

A high degree of district-wide and 
school-wide implementation involves edu- 
cating individuals about the worth of a new 
program or program component, such as a 
new content area or a new type of student 
material. Several years ago social scientists 
furnished a definition of total implementa- 
tion that is still useful: (1) the acceptance, (2) 
over time, (3) of some specific item—an idea 
or practice, (4) by individuals, groups, or 
other adopting units linked, (5) to specific 


channels of communication, (6) to a social 
structure, and (7) to a given system of 
values, or culture.’ 

Keith Leithwood also considers imple- 
mentation to be a process—involving the re- 
duction of the differences between existing 
practices and practices suggested by innova- 
tors or change agents. Implementation at- 
tempts to influence behavioral change in a 
direction or directions deemed necessary. It 
occurs in stages; it takes time to win people 
over to an innovation.’ 

The present authors view implementa- 
tion as a separate component in the curricu- 
lum action cycle. It is the logical step once a 
program has been developed and piloted. It 
involves extensive actions by many parties— 
not just, for example, an offer to staff one 
workshop. Note, however, that implementa- 
tion also involves attempts to change indi- 
viduals’ knowledge, actions, and attitudes. 
This takes time. It also suggests that imple- 
mentation is an interaction process between 
those who have created the program and 
those who are to deliver it. 


Relationship of Implementation 
to Planning. 


Successful implementation of curricula 
results from careful planning. Planning 
processes address needs, changes necessary, 
and resources requisite for carrying out in- 
tended actions. It involves establishing and 
determining how to administer policy that 
will govern the planned actions. Planning 
takes place prior to program creation 
and/or delivery. Edgar Morphet et al. have 
indicated that if the processes of planning 
and implementation are to be effective and 
meaningful, the relationship between the 
two must be carefully considered. Effective 
planning must relate to a desired and 
identifiable change that is to be imple- 
mented.’ Essentially, the planner—whether 
a politician, a businessperson, or an edu- 
cator—is the agent of change. He or she 
must be concerned with instituting change 
in an orderly fashion." 

Implementation, then, requires plan- 


ning, and planning focuses on three factors: 
People, programs, organizations or proc- 
esses, and institutions. Although these three 
factors are inseparable, some individuals 
consider that dealing primarily with only 
one factor will facilitate implementation. 
Some persons feel, for example, that to re- 
ally facilitate implementation of a major 
change, educators must deal primarily with 
people. If the people change, so does the 
program and/or the organization. Others 
consider that the primary focus should be 
the program. People will adapt if they are 
furnished with different ways to meet the 
objectives of the schools’ programs.” Still 
others think that attention should center on 
the organization within which the people 
work. ТЕ departments are reorganized, if 
spaces are remodeled, then people will ad- 
just in the directions necessary for success- 
ful implementation." 

Curriculum leaders really need to con- 
sider working with all three factors: People, 
programs, and organizations. Certainly, a 
leader may wish to stress one factor more 
than another, but no skillful leader will ig- 
nore any one factor altogether. Many school 
districts have failed to implement their pro- 
grams because they ignored the people fac- 
tor and spent time and money modifying 
only the program or organization. One rea- 
son that many of the curriculum projects of 
the 1960s failed to take “root” was that the 
curriculum innovators, essentially scholars 
from universities, centered most of their en- 
ergies on changing the program but paid 
scant attention to the needs of teachers, and 
minimal attention to the organization of 
American schools." 


Incrementalism. 


People want to change; yet they are also 
afraid of change, especially if it comes 
quickly or if they feel they have little control 
or influence over it. People become accus- 
tomed to the status quo and prefer to make 
modifications in new behavior in small and 
gradual steps.'? 

The world of the teacher does not allow 
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for much receptivity to change. Both Fullan 
and Goodlad have described the teacher’s 
daily routine as presenting little opportunity 
for interaction with colleagues." This isola- 
tion results partly from the school’s organi- 
zation into self-contained classrooms and 
partly from the teaching schedules. Sey- 
mour Sarason has also commented on the 
isolation of teachers in the school organiza- 
tion and on how that isolation negatively im- 
pacts change. Sarason has stated that the re- 
ality of the school has made teachers feel 
that professionally, they are on their own. It 
is their responsibility, and theirs alone, to 
solve their problems." This posture causes 
teachers to view change introduced into the 
program as an individual activity. Viewing 
their struggles as solitary, teachers often de- 
velop a psychological loneliness that results 
in hostility to administrators and outside 
change agents who seem insensitive to the 
teachers’ plight. Dan Lortie has noted that, 
in fact, many factors affect the teachers’ re- 
ceptivity to change: 


Teachers have a built-in resistance to change be- 
cause they believe that their work environment 
has never permitted them to show what they can 
really do. Many proposals for change strike them 
as frivolous and wasteful—not addressing the 
real issues which deal with student disruptions or 
discipline, student reading problems, adminis- 
trative support, etc.” 


In an investigation of maturation during 
adulthood, one investigator noted that sev- 
eral principles can guide changing adults’ 
behaviors. These principles include fos- 
tering multiple perspectives, allowing time 
for integration of ideas, and creating a sup- 
portive environment in which learning be- 
comes more autonomous.” Drawing on 
these principles, the curriculum imple- 
mentor facilitates the active involvement of 
teachers to allow for experiential learning, 
fosters the creation of an environment that 
encourages openness and trust, and gives 
feedback so that participants realize that 
their contributions are appreciated and 
their talents considered worthwhile. 

Teachers need time to “try” the new pro- 
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gram to be implemented. They need time to 
reflect on new goals and objectives, to con- 
sider new contents and learning experi- 
ences, and to try out new tasks. They need 
time to map out their tactics for meeting the 
challenges of the new program, and they 
need time to talk to their colleagues. They 
can handle new programs if the changes de- 
manded in their attitudes, behaviors, and 
knowledge are to be attained in manageable 
increments." 

Implementation does not occur all at 
once with all teachers. Ideally, an imple- 
mentation process allows sufficient time for 
certain groups of teachers to try out the new 
curriculum іп “pieces.” Loucks and 
Lieberman have found that teachers go 
through levels of use with a new curricu- 
lum." First, they orient themselves to the 
materials and engage in actions that will 
prepare them to deliver the curriculum. 
Their beginning use of the new curriculum 
is mechanical. They follow the guide with 
little deviation. Planning is largely day-by- 
day. Their delivery of the curriculum be- 
comes rather routine, and they take little in- 
itiative to make any changes іп the 
curriculum. As they become more comfort- 
able with the curriculum, they may begin to 
modify it, either to adjust it to their own ed- 
ucational philosophies or to better meet stu- 
dents’ needs. 

Successful implementors appreciate that 
it takes time for teachers to “buy into” a new 
curriculum, and it takes time for them to be- 
come skilled in delivering the new program. 
Curriculum leaders should anticipate teach- 
ers’ questions and concerns. Апа they 
should plan potential strategies for ad- 
dressing them. 


Communication. 


It is almost an axiom that whenever a new 
program is being designed, communication 
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channels must be kept open so that the new 
program comes not as a surprise. Frequent 
discussion about a new program among 
teachers, principals, and curriculum work- 
ers is a key to successful implementation." 

But communication is a complex рће- 
nomenon. It has been defined as the trans- 
mission of facts, ideas, values, feelings, and 
attitudes from one individual or group to 
another. Put simply, communication deals 
with message processing between the sender 
and the receiver of a message. The receiver 
can either accept or reject the message. 
Communication is not a one-way street; 
however, the process can be reversed to 
make a two-way channel. One administrator 
charted communication as in the chart at 
the bottom of this page.” 

Knowing that communication deals with 
messages and message sending and receiv- 
ing is not sufficient to ensure that communi- 
cation will be effective or that messages sent 
will be accurate or of high quality. The cur- 
riculum specialist must be sure that the com- 
munication network is comprehensive and 
that avenues for message sending exist in all 
levels of the system. An effective system is 
not rigid but allows different population 
members input opportunities and vehicles. 

If curriculum leaders only want to com- 
municate facts about a new program being 
implemented, they can communicate such 
facts by means of letters, memos, articles, 
books, bulletins, research reports, ог 
speeches.” Sometimes they need to commu- 
nicate to staff the underlying assumptions, 
values, and points of view imbedded in a 
new curriculum. If the new program is а 
major change from the existing program, 
then the curriculum leader may wish to use 
such communication vehicles as workshops, 
meetings, role-playing situations, and dem- 
onstrations.” 

Despite the various sophisticated and 
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simple means available for communication, 
the key to communication is the individual. 
Communication involves messages among 
people, not hardware. Philip Phenix made 
this point in the late 1950s: “The real barri- 
ers to communication are not technical, but 
persons.” Thus, the curriculum leader 
needs to create a climate conducive to effec- 
tive communication among all members of 
the educational staff and community (both 
person-to-person and mass communica- 
tion). He or she needs to inform all persons 
of the avenues that are established for com- 
munication. He or she also needs to inform 
all persons that their “views are welcome 
and that they all have a responsibility to 
participate” in sending апа processing 
messages.” This is especially true at the im- 
plementation stage of curriculum activity. 


Cooperation. 


Cooperation between all persons who are 


to be involved with program implementa-* 


tion must occur if change is to be successful 
and to become institutionalized. Ample re- 
search supports the practice of engaging 
teachers in new ideas and programs that will 
find expression in their classrooms. In many 
ways, teachers are the experts, and so their 
commitment to the new curriculum is espe- 
cially necessary. Such commitment depends 
heavily on how active they have been in 
conceptualizing and developing the new 
program.** 

A review of research indicates that if 
teachers actively participate in curriculum 
development and implementation, the like- 
lihood of successful implementation is in- 
creased." This may be partly because emo- 
tion as well as rationality are inevitably 
elements of change. People require the in- 
volvement of their total beings—their feel- 
ings, sentiments, and values—if they are to 
accept, tolerate, or support change.” 

Charles Silberman noted that many of 
the reforms of the 1950s actually “wrote” 
the teachers out of the educational process. 
Teacher-proof materials were designed by 
innovators,” which meant that basically all 
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teachers had to do was to “hand out” the 
materials. Also, teachers viewed the pro- 
grams as invasions over which they had no 
control. This is, in fact, a key reason these 
programs did not reach the levels of imple- 
mentation intended for them. 

Educators have come to learn, sometimes 
the hard way, that for change to be effec- 
tive, the teachers must be committed to it, 
and they must see that it has professional 
value to them. Teachers often judge change 
by how it will address the immediate needs 
they encounter in their daily work: “An im- 
portant lesson of . . . reform is that even the 
best educational practice is unlikely to fulfill 
its promise in the hands of an inadequately 
trained or unmotivated teacher.” We have 
learned the hard way that successful “re- 
form or change is more a function of people 
and organizations than of technology” or 
even money.” 

Indeed, educators need to consider 
teacher needs, level of commitment, and 
skills when determining when and how to 
involve teachers in implementation. It ap- 
pears that even though teachers indicate 
that they want involvement, what most of 
them really want is input into the decisions. 
They want programs that reflect their phi- 
losophies and curriculum orientations to ed- 
ucation.” 

Other participants in curriculum devel- 
opment need to cooperate in the process as 
well. Those who favor learner-centered de- 
signs want to involve the students in the cur- 
riculum development and implementation 
processes. They wish to incorporate stu- 
dents’ ideas about how to test and modify, if 
necessary, the new program. Those who ad- 
vocate reform in the schools raise the issue 
of involving community members in the de- 
velopment and implementation of pro- 
grams.” Various minority groups аге re- 
questing that they too be involved in the 
implementation and development stages in 
order to ensure that their views are repre- 
sented and that their children are not dis- 
criminated against in the initial implementa- 
tion of the new program. 
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Support. 

Implementation costs, in terms of both 
time and materials. Curriculum designers 
need to provide the necessary support for 
their recommended programs or program 
modifications to facilitate their rapid imple- 
mentation. They have to do this so as to 
build self-confidence among those affected. 
Educators often require in-service training 
and time to feel comfortable with new pro- 
grams. In analyzing the results of the Rand 
Corporation’s Change Agent Study, in fact, 
McLaughlin and Marsh indicated that in- 
service training was crucial. Research efforts 
have catalogued the characteristics of effec- 
tive professional in-service programs. Such 
programs must be designed so that they can 
be integrated into and supported by the or- 
ganizations within which they are designed 
to function. In-service programs that work 
have resulted from collaborative efforts and 
have addressed the needs of those who are 
to be impacted by the new curricula.” Effec- 
tive in-service training has the necessary 
flexibility to respond to the changing needs 
of the staff. Not all details of in-service 
training can be planned prior to implemen- 
tation; nor can all problems and concerns be 
anticipated. 

Because in-service programs must reach 
their intended audiences, they should be 
accessibly scheduled for curriculum im- 
plementors. Open discussions on the new 
programs should, in fact, be scheduled 
throughout the implementation process. 
Such discussions allow implementors to 
voice their objections or concerns, and con- 
sequently reduce opposition. Effective in- 
service programs must also evaluate whe- 
ther they are achieving their objectives and 
whether they are in harmony with the un- 
derlying philosophy and approach of the 
district. 

Without adequate financial support, ef- 
forts to get a program “going” district-wide 
will fail. When federal monies were flowing, 
many school districts were quite innovative, 
but they failed to add funding for their in- 
novations into their regular school budgets. 
When the federal monies ran out, which 


were essentially meant to be start-up mon- 
ies, the districts discontinued their new pro- 
grams, citing lack of necessary funds. If 
school districts, today, create new programs 
using federal or state grant money, called 
“soft money,” they need to devise ways to 
support these programs once implemented 
with “hard money”—money that is part of 
the regularly allocated school budget. 

Money is required for materials and 
equipment to institutionalize a new рго- 
gram. Money is also necessary to provide 
often-overlooked human support for the 
implementation effort. A trusting relation- 
ship must exist among all parties in the 
school, especially the administration and the 
teachers. The principal is a key guarantor of 
successful innovation and implementation.” 
Disagreement does exist, however, on how 
principals should furnish human support. 
Still, those considered to be successful prin- 
cipals are knowledgeable of and committed 
to the curriculum; they also view their role 
as providing encouragement for it on one 
end of the continuum, and to serving as the 
“curriculum leader,” on the other end of the 
continuum.” 

Implementation is a collaborative and 
emotional effort. Peer support is vital if im- 
plementation is to be successful. Dan Lortie 
points out that teachers spend the majority 
of their working time in individual class- 
rooms with their students, therefore, they 
have minimal communication with their 
peers. By and large, they are left on their 
own with little input or assistance from col- 
leagues or supervisors, unless a crisis devel- 
ops.” Opportunities for teachers to work to- 
gether, share ideas, jointly solve problems, 
and cooperatively create materials greatly 
enhance the probability of successful curric- 
ulum implementation. 


IMPLEMENTATION AS A CHANGE 
PROCESS 


The purpose of curriculum development, 
regardless of level, is to make а differ- 
ence—to enable students to attain the 


school’s, the society’s, and, perhaps most im- 
portantly, their own (students) aims and 
goals. Implementation, an essential part of 
curriculum development, brings into reality 
anticipated changes. Simply put, curriculum 
activity is change activity. 

But, what is change? What happens when 
change occurs? What is the source of 
change? Can people predict the conse- 
quences of change? Can educators control 
those changes that directly impact them? 
We assert that people can exert some con- 
trol over the process of change, but to do so 
requires that they understand change. Un- 
derstanding the concept of change, and the 
various types of change, allows individuals 
to determine sources of change. It also helps 
them realize that even though they cannot 
really predict the consequences of change, 
they can make “best-guess” forcasts about its 
results. 

Change can occur in several ways. The 
two most obvious differences аге slow 
change (as when minor adjustments are 
made in the course schedule, when some 
books are added to the library, or when the 
unit or lesson plan is updated by the 
teacher) and rapid change (say as the result 
of new knowledge or social trends im- 
pacting on schools—such as computers be- 
ing introduced into classrooms). 

According to the research, for curricu- 
lum change to be successfully implemented, 
either slowly or rapidly, five guidelines 
should be followed to help avoid mistakes of 
the past. 


1. Innovations designed to improve student achieve- 
ment must be technically sound. This means that 
changes should reflect research about what 
works and what does not work, as opposed to 
whatever designs for improvement happen 
to be popular today or tomorrow. 

2. Successful innovation requires change in the 
structure of a traditional school. By structural 
change, we mean major modification of the 
way students and teachers are assigned to 
classes and interact with each other. 

3. Innovations must be manageable and feasible for 
the average teacher. We cannot innovate ideas 
concerning critical thinking or problem sol- 
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ving when students cannot read or write ba- 
sic English or refuse to behave in class. 

4. Implementation of successful change efforts must 
be organic rather than bureaucratic. Strict com- 
pliance, monitoring procedures, and rules 
are not conducive for change; this bureau- 
cratic approach needs to be replaced by an 
organic or adaptive approach that permits 
some deviation from the original plan and 
recognizes grass-roots problems and condi- 
tions of the school. 

5. Avoid the “do something, do anything” Syndrome. 
The need is for a definite curriculum plan, 
to focus one’s efforts, time, and money on 
content and activities that are sound and ra- 
tional, not a scam or simplistic idea.” 


The data indicate that the guidelines “are 
systematically interrelated, and that with the 
possible exception of the guideline regard- 
ing structural change, they apply equally 
well to all levels of education.” Curricularists 
will benefit by “considering their applicabil- 
ity in the particular context of their own 
schools and school districts.” 


A Theory of Change. 


Change results from new knowledge; 
however, the presence of new knowledge is 
not sufficient for changes. People must rec- 
ognize a need for change. And they are 
more likely to recognize that need if they 
understand change and how it works. Lovell 
and Wiles present a model of change that 
incorporates the social and psychological 
concepts (see Figure 9-1). Even though 
they relate their model to instructional su- 
pervision, it is still valuable to those consid- 
ering curriculum change. 

This model implies that teachers and stu- 
dents constitute teacher-pupil systems and 
that they are bound by the belief that they 
can achieve certain goals more effectively as 
a system than as individuals. The model 
shows that various processes of change can 
be employed; some of these processes are 
listed as leadership, communication, and 
problem solving. These specific strategies 
are available for use by the participants in- 
volved in the change. The system’s proc- 
esses for change are affected by external 
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PROCESSES OF CHANGE 


LEADERSHIP 


COMMUNICATION 


RELEASE OF 
HUMAN POTENTIAL 


COOPERATIVE 
EVALUATION 


PROBLEM SOLVING 


FIGURE 9-1 


Model for Change. 
Source: from John Т. Lovell, “A Perspective for Viewing Instructional Supervisory 
Behavior,” in W. H. Lucio, ed. Supervision: Perspectives and Propositions, 
(Washington, D.C. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 
1967), p. 15; John T. Lovell and Kimball Wiles, Supervision for Better Schools 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1983), p. 117. 


systems and forces. “Feedback” from the ex- 
ternal environment, for instance, furnishes 
information on the effect the system is hav- 
ing on external systems, new expectations, 
allocation of resources, and rewards for sys- 
tem members. It also relays information 
about outside threats to the working of the 
system. Such data inputs from external fac- 
tors can cause tension within the system and 
generate a state of disequilibration among 
members within the system. This condition 
then sets.in motion an attempt by the system 
to achieve a new state of equilibration. 
Lovell and Wiles point out that change 
is achieved through the continuous proc- 
ess of disequilibration and reequilibration 
through problem-solving activities. Curricu- 
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lum leaders should work to facilitate this 
change process through leadership, com- 
munication, the release of human potential, 
and cooperative problem solving and evalu- 
ation. The consequence of successfully em- 
ploying these approaches is creating new ех- 
ternal and internal forces that will further 
stimulate change and improvement in the 
system—in this case, the curriculum system. 


Change Typologies. 


Persons charged with curriculum activity, 
specifically implementation, need to under- 
stand the nature of change. Warren Bennis 
has identified several useful types of 
change: 


1. Planned change is change in which those in- 
volved in the change process have equal 
power and function in a prescribed fashion. 
People identify and follow precise proce- 
dures for dealing with the activity at hand. 
Planned change is the ideal. 

9. Coercion is characterized by one group 
determining the goals апа intentionally 
excluding others from participating. The 
group in control has the major power and 
works to maintain the unequal power bal- 
ance. 

3. Interaction change is characterized by mutual 
goal setting and a fairly equal power distri- 
bution among groups. But those involved of- 
ten lack a deliberateness of effort; they are 
uncertain how to follow through with the 
plans of development and implementation. 
Few procedures are carefully developed; 
people are more or less left on their own.” 


The opposite of planned change is natu- 
ral or random change. This type of change oc- 
curs with no apparent thought and no goal 
setting on the part of the participants. Often 
natural change is what occurs in schools. 
Curricula are adjusted or modified and im- 
plemented not as a result of careful analysis, 
but as a response to unanticipated events. 
For example, demands by legislatures or 
pressure groups that certain programs be 
implemented, often receive inconsistent re- 
actions. 

Robert Chin has discussed three types of 
change strategies that can be considered as 
change typologies as well: 


1. Empirical-rational strategies stress the impor- 
tance of knowing the need for change and 
having the competence to implement it. ОБ 
ten schools lack this approach to change be- 
cause they neither know they need a change 
nor have the skill to implement it. 

2. Normative-reeducative strategies are based on 
the rationality and intelligence of humans. 
Humans will change if they are approached 
rationally and made to see that they need to 
modify their values, attitudes, understand- 
ings, and skills. 

3. Power strategies require that individuals com- 
ply with the wishes of those who are in posi- 
tions superior to theirs. Although outright 
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strategies of coercion are rarely used in 
schools, it is not uncommon for those in 
power to “coerce” people into compliance by 
offering material and symbolic rewards in 
exchange for accepting new programs." 


Change According to Complexity. 


We can also consider change according 
to its complexity. Those involved in investi- 
gating the change process have identified 
five kinds of change using complexity as the 
organizer: 


1. Substitution. This depicts alteration in which 
one element may be substituted for another. 
A teacher can, for example, substitute one 
textbook for another. By far, this is the 
easiest and most common type of change. 

2. Alteration. This type of change exists when 
someone introduces into existing materials 
and programs new content, items, materials, 
or procedures that appear to be only minor 
and thus are likely to be adopted readily. 

3. Perturbations. These changes could at first 
disrupt a program, but can then be adjusted 
purposefully by the curriculum leader to the 
ongoing program within a short timespan. 
An example of a perturbation is the princi- 
pal’s adjusting class schedules, which would 
affect the time allowed for teaching a partic- 
ular subject. 

4. Restructuring. These changes lead to mod- 
ification of the system itself—that is, of the 
school or school district. New concepts of 
teaching roles, such as differentiated staffing 
or team teaching, would be a restructuring 
type of change. 

5. Value-Orientation Changes. These are shifts in 
the participants’ fundamental philosophies 
or curriculum orientations. Major power 
brokers of the school or participants in the 
curriculum must accept and strive for this 
level of change for it to occur. However if 
teachers do not adjust their value domains, 
any changes enacted are most likely going to 
be short-lived.“ 


Although change that occurs in the 
schools cannot be fit into precise categories, 
curricularists need to realize that types do 
exist and that planned change is the ideal. 
But change is not synonymous with im- 
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provement. Education is a normative activ- 
ity. A person’s advocating and then mana- 
ging change means, in effect, making a 
statement about what he or she thinks is val- 
uable. This is why people can use the same 
change procedures and generate different 
curricula. They have different values and 
different perceptions of what education 
should be. 


Resistance to Change. 


A curriculum leader who accepts that 
people are the key to successful curriculum 
activity and implementation is cognizant of 
the barriers that people place between 
themselves and change efforts. Perhaps the 
biggest barrier is inertia—among the staff, 
the administration, or the community. 
Many people think it is just easier to keep 
things as they are. If we think of ourselves as 
systems, we realize that we like to maintain 
steady states. We have traditions to which 
we adhere and institutions that we cherish— 
and we do not wish to change them. Many 
people are happy with the current school 
setup as a bureaucracy. 

Wanting to keep things as they are is of- 
ten mixed with believing that things do not 
need to be changed or that the change being 
suggested is unwise and will thus be unpro- 
ductive in meeting the objectives of the 
school. Educators themselves argue this 
point. Some say that the schools are fine and 
Just need to be maintained, whereas others 
posit that the schools are not responsive to 
the times and require major modification. 
The status quo tends to be maintained if 
those suggesting change have not presented 
precise goals of the new program being 
suggested—that is, they have not planned 
adequately what the new program will look 
like or indicated ways in which the new pro- 
gram will be superior to the existing one." 

Often, teachers have not been able or 
willing to keep up with scholarly develop- 
ments. They have not stayed abreast of the 
knowledge explosion which would allow 
them to feel committed to curriculum 
change and the implementation of new pro- 


grams. Teachers frequently view change as 
just signaling more work—something else to 
add on to an already overloaded schedule 
for which little or no time is allotted. Usually 
no extra money or reward is earmarked for 
the extra work either. Many educators, in 
fact, are overwhelmed by changes proposed 
and their implications. Often they view new 
curricular programs as requiring them to 
learn new teaching skills, develop new 
competencies in curriculum development 
and the management of learning resources, 
or acquire new skills in interpersonal rela- 
tions. In some instances, even teacher edu- 
cation programs fail to develop those 
competencies necessary for teachers to be- 
come active participants in innovation. 

Another reason curriculum leaders have 
difficulty getting teachers to accept innova- 
tion is, according to Edgar Friendenberg, 
that people who go into teaching tend to be 
conformist іп nature—not innovative. 
These people have succeeded in the school 
system as it has existed. ‘They have learned 
to play it safe and to keep a low profile ina 
bureaucratic system run by administrators 
who do not like to create “waves.” They 
have found success and fulfillment as stu- 
dents and now as teachers in this system, 
and for this reason many see no reason to 
change it. To many beginning teachers, the 
bureaucracy in place is a welcome and famil- 
iar support system—and they are often slow 
to change it. 

Can educators cope with the demands for 
more change, or for assuming new roles? 
Uncertainty fosters insecurity. Often educa- 
tors who feel comfortable with the present 
are reluctant to change for a future they 
cannot comprehend or see clearly. People 
often prefer to stay with certain known 
deficiencies than venture forth to uncertain 
futures, even if the changes most likely 
would be improvements. Bringing new stu- 
dents or parents or content into the curricu- 
lum realm, or organizing the program in 
new ways, makes many teachers uneasy. 

Another factor that causes people to re- 
sist change is the rapidity of change. Many 
people feel that if something is imple- 


mented this year, it will most likely be aban- 
doned when another innovation appears, 
and will thus make all their efforts useless. 
There have, in fact, been enough “band- 
wagons” in education to make educators 
“innovation shy.” 

Sometimes people resist innovation and 
its implementation because they lack knowl- 
edge. They either do not know about the in- 
novation at all or they have little informa- 
tion about it. Curriculum leaders must 
furnish all affected parties—teachers, pupils, 
parents, community members—with infor- 
mation about the nature of the program 
and its rationale. Ideally, all affected parties 
should be informed either directly or indi- 
rectly by school representatives of the rea- 
sons for the new program. 

People often resist change, too, if no 
financial or time support are given the ef- 
fort. A project for which no monies are 
budgeted is rarely destined to be imple- 
mented. Often, school districts budget mon- 
ies for materials but fail to allocate funds for 
the creation of the curriculum plan, its de- 
livery within the classroom, or necessary in- 
service training.“ Finally, we raise the ques- 
tion whether a person who earns $20,000 to 
$35,000 is supposed to be a change agent. 
Teachers are not paid enough to innovate; 
that is not the role of a teacher—rather of a 
leader. Teachers are required to help imple- 
ment change, but the school leader (princi- 
pal) or school district leader (superintend- 
ent) should be the one to initiate change and 
provide the ingredients and processes for 
constructive change. On the other hand, 
teachers are virtually an untapped source of 
energy and insight, capable of profoundly 
changing the schools if they act as a group 
and direct their energies to local and state 
policy matters. 

Several years ago, Everett Rogers listed 
some key obstacles to getting people in- 
volved in change. They are still current: 


1. There is little reward to being an innovator 
in education. 

2. Education is not set up with change agents 
who provide assistance or answer questions. 
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3. Educational innovations have cloudy advan- 
tages over the existing ideas or programs 
they are to replace. 

4. Innovative matters in schools are frequently 
not individual responsibilities, and few proc- 
esses and formal structures for change exist 
in schools. 

5. Diffusion methods are not clearly defined in 
schools; there are few avenues of communi- 
cation and follow-up for new programs.” 


It may seem that curriculum specialists 
face insurmountable problems. But resis- 
tance to change is good, because it requires 
change agents to think carefully about the 
innovations and to consider the human dy- 
namics involved in implementing programs. 
Having to “fight” for change protects the 
organization from becoming proponents 
of just random change and educational 
fads. 


Improving Receptivity to Change. 


Curriculum activity involves people 
thinking and acting. Leaders of curriculum 
development, and especially implementa- 
tion, realize that the human equation is of 
paramount importance and that, therefore, 
they must understand how people react to 
change. Often, people say they are willing to 
change, but act as though they are unwilling 
to adjust. A successful change agent knows 
how people react to change and how to en- 
courage them to be receptive to change. 

Curriculum implementation requires 
face-to-face interaction—person-to-person 
contact. Those persons charged with imple- 
mentation must understand the interper- 
sonal dimension of leadership. Curriculum 
implementation is also a group process 
involving individuals working together. Not 
only does the group enable certain actions 
to occur, it also serves to change its individ- 
ual members. 

Of course, if a group is to change individ- 
uals, it must be attractive to its members. 
The ideas and values the group expresses 
must be acceptable to them. This is why cur- 
riculum leaders need to make sure that the 
members of the group are clear about the 
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platform upon which they are to build the 
curriculum. This is why members must un- 
derstand the rationale for the various cur- 
riculum designs and the consequences of ac- 
cepting a particular design. As groups talk 
about the need to change and the strategies 
for implementation, they create a pressure 
for change within the educational system. 
Creating a well-formed group with a clear 
sense of mission and confidence that it can 
bring about change is one way to make indi- 
viduals receptive to the notion of change. 

Curriculum leaders can also increase ed- 
ucators’ willingness to change by “linking” 
the needs and expectations of the individu- 
als with those of the organization. Each per- 
son has certain needs and expectations that 
he or she expects to fulfill within the school 
organization. Rarely, however, are institu- 
tional expectations absolutely compatible 
with individual needs. Getzels and Guba 
have created a model (Figure 9-2) that de- 
picts the major relationships between the in- 
dividual’s personality and needs and the in- 
stitution’s role expectations. 

Every individual who comes into a system 
plays a multitude of roles; each professional 
brings to his or her role his or her personal- 
ity as well. Each person has certain needs 
he or she expects to fulfill within the sys- 
tem—in this discussion, the school—or the 
school district. Rarely is there absolute con- 
gruence between institutional roles and ex- 
pectations and individual personality and 
needs. Misalignment can cause conflict. 
Curriculum leaders need to recognize that 
they cannot always avoid this conflict; they 
must manage it. The way they manage it is 
reflected in the social behavior of the indi- 
vidual. 

Following the guidelines outlined next 


FIGURE 9-2 The Dimensions of Social Behavior. 
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can help individuals increase their receptiy- 
ity to curriculum innovations: 


1. Curriculum activity must be cooperative. ТЕ any 
program is to be implemented and 
institutionalized, it should be perceived by all 
parties as their program. This sense of own- 
ership is achieved by involving people di- 
rectly and indirectly with the major aspects 
of curriculum development and implemen- 
tation. When people participate in planning 
and implementing a program they gain un- 
derstanding of it and commitment to its 
goals and underlying philosophical basis. 

2. Some people like to change; some people do not like 
to change. Resistance to any new idea is often 
natural. Curriculum leaders should antic- 
ipate it, and should prepare procedures for 
dealing with it. They must also identify well 
in advance of the action questions that will 
arise about the innovation being imple- 
mented: How will people feel about the 
change? What worries will people have? 
What are some likely points of conflict? What 
can be done to lessen the anxiety levels of in- 
dividuals who will be affected by the change? 

3. Innovations are subject to change. Nothing 
should be viewed as permanent. A new cur- 
riculum is presented as a response to a раг- 
ticular time and context. As time passes and 
contexts change, other modifications, some- 
times even new programs, will be required. 
Change is a constant, and people need to re- 
alize that all programs will be constantly re- 
viewed to determine if they should be contin- 
ued. 


4. Proper timing is a key to increasing peoples’ recep- 
tivity to an innovation. If the school commu- 
nity is demanding that a new program be 
created to respond to a perceived national 
need, then a new program addressing that 
need is likely to meet with success and ac- 
ceptance. However, if people are satisfied 
with the current program, and there is little 
demand for change from either the staff or 
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community, then a major curriculum change 
should not be attempted. Also, if staff have 
just completed a major revision or created a 
major program, it is most likely not a good 
idea to involve the same people in another 
major curriculum development effort.” 


CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION 
MODELS 


We live in a time of overchoice—overchoice 
not only of products, but also of orienta- 
tions to action, as well as of models for 
guiding our actions. Considering the total 
process of curriculum activity can help edu- 
cators select a particular approach to imple- 
mentation. Their views are often influenced 
by their overall curriculum approaches and 
philosophical preferences. 

Ben Harris has pointed out that strate- 
gies for improving educational offerings are 
not easy to identify. But, scholars and prac- 
titioners continue to dialogue about the 
need for effective means of improving the 
curriculum and its delivery. Harris observes 
that from the present dialogue we can ferret 
out common suggestions for possible strate- 
gies of change: (1) clarifying lines of author- 
ity; (2) involving affected parties in goal set- 
ting, staff selection, and evaluation; (3) 
specifying roles and responsibilities of 
teachers; (4) training personnel in change 
strategies and conflict-resolution tech- 
niques; and (5) furnishing impacted parties 
with necessary support. 

‚ Implementing change in any organiza- 
tion, and schools are no exception, requires 
a multitask approach. Those involved in im- 
plementing new programs should be en- 
couraged by the fact that much of the work 
of the last two decades has furnished tactics 
on how to effect change in schools. Change 
agents can employ several strategy types to 
solve a variety of specific problems and to 
enhance change. We examine a number of 
change models next. 


Overcoming Resistance to Change Model. 


The Overcoming Resistance to Change 
(ORC) Model rests on the assumption, ac- 
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cording to Neal Gross, that the success or 
failure of planned organizational change ef- 
forts is basically a function of the ability of 
leaders to overcome staff resistance to 
change that is present just prior to, or at the 
time of, the introduction of the innovation." 

One observer describes this approach to 
change as follows: In social organizations, 
“patterns of behavior become established 
and are great stabilizers because individuals 
... fear that any change will be to their dis- 
advantage in some way.” Most people in or- 
ganizations are concerned about change be- 
cause “they will be paid less or have to work 
harder for the same amount.” Even mana- 
gers resist change “because they are afraid 
their positions will be weakened somehow 
or that they will be further from the centers 
of power.” 

If we desire change we must address peo- 
ple’s fears, misgivings, misapprehensions, 
or other factors. We must point out to per- 
sons that their values, assumptions, and be- 
liefs are included in the new program pro- 
posed. In addressing persons within the 
system we should remember that “the main 
principle . . . is that the subordinates should 
be persuaded and motivated rather than 
ordered—so that they actually want to be- 
have in а new way.” 

One strategy to overcome resistance to 
change is power equalization between man- 
agement and organizational members— 
school administrators and teachers in this 
case. The leaders of an innovation accept 
that subordinates will initially be negatively 
predisposed toward the innovation and will 
hence resist it. This resistance сап be 
avoided if staff members are involved in the 
deliberations that initially create the pro- 
gram and in the deliberations to develop it. 
Educational curriculum leaders, mindful of 
this fact, share their power with subordi- 
nates by allowing them to participate in de- 
cisions about program change. When 
leaders take this tack, staff members tend to 
view the innovation as self-imposed, and 
thus express ownership of it and commit- 
ment to it. According to one educator, 
power equalization has thus become a key 
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concept in several of the prevalent people 
theories, a first step in the theoretical causal 
chain leading toward organizational change. 
It has been constructed as an initial subgoal, 
a necessary predecessor to creative change 
in structure.” 

Curriculum leaders using the ORC 
Model realize that they must address—that 
is, identify and deal with the concerns of the 
staff. In their research on the implementa- 
tion of innovations in schools and colleges, 
Hall and Loucks have noted that concerns 
can be grouped into four broad develop- 
mental stages: 


Stage 1: Unrelated Concerns. At this level teachers 
do not perceive a relationship between them- 
selves and the suggested change. For exam- 
ple, if a new science program is being created 
in a school, a teacher at this stage would be 
aware of the efforts, but would not consider 
that he or she would be affected by or con- 
cerned with the effort. The teacher would not 
resist the change, because he or she really 
does not perceive the change as impacting on 
his or her own personal or professional do- 
main, 

Stage 2: Personal Concerns. At this stage, the indi- 
vidual reacts to the innovation in relation to 
his or her personal situation. He or she is con- 
cerned with how the new program compares 
to the ongoing program—specifically, to what 
he or she is doing. In the science example, the 
teacher would perceive that he or she would 
have to be involved with the new program. He 
or she would face the question of how well he 
or she could teach the innovation. Sometimes, 
a teacher might question how much latitude 
he or she will have in delivering the curricu- 
lum to his or her class. 

Stage 3: Task-Related Concerns. Concerns raised at 
this level relate to the actual use of the innova- 
tion in the classroom. Continuing the science 
example, the teacher would now be con- 
cerned with how to actually implement the 
new program in his or her classroom. How 
much time will be required for teaching this 
new program? Will adequate materials be 
provided? What are the best strategies for 
teaching the new program? 

Stage 4: Impact-Related Concerns. When reacting at 
this stage, a teacher is more concerned with 
how the innovation will impact others—the to- 


tal organization. He or she is interested in 
how the new program might influence stu- 
dents, colleagues, and the community. He or 
she might want to determine the program's 
impact, too, on what he or she is teaching. Will 
the new science program, for example, enable 
students to live in the future world?* 


When working with the ORC Model edu- 
cators must deal directly with the concerns 
at stages 2, 3, and 4. If they ignore them, 
then people will either not buy into the in- 
novation, or will deal with it in ways that are 
not intended in the program’s conception. 
Often such concerns can be addressed by 
curriculum leaders’ keeping all staff in- 
formed of the innovation and by their 
involving those persons who will be directly 
impacted in the early decisions regarding 
the innovation. Often, faculty can be called 
together to share concerns and to map strat- 
egies for dealing with those concerns. Some- 
times information on concerns can be gath- 
ered from questionnaires that allow for 
open-ended questions. When concerns are 
shared, often persons with some insecurity 
regarding the program find that they really 
have nothing about which to worry. This 
does not mean that they do not have to 
make changes. Perhaps teachers will find 
that they do have to change their strategies 
and that they do have to teach different con- 
tent. By sharing concerns, they may realize, 
however, that they are capable of making 
any changes necessary in order to deliver 
the new program in its intended fashion. 


Leadership-Obstacle Course Model. 


Another model for dealing with imple- 
mentation is the Leadership-Obstacle 
Course (LOC) Model. This model grew out 
of work by Neal Gross to determine the suc- 
cess or failure of organizations.” In essence, 
the LOC Model extends the Overcoming 
Resistance to Change Model. It treats staff 
resistance to change as problematic and pro- 
poses that data should be gathered to deter- 
mine the extent and nature of the resis- 
tance. The idea is for leaders to neutralize 


this obstacle. They can do this by making 
sure that five conditions or stages exist: 


1. The organizational members must have a 
clear understanding of the proposed innova- 
tion. 

2. Individuals within the organization must be 
given the skills and possess the capabilities 
requisite for carrying out the innovation. 

3. The necessary materials and equipment for 
the innovation must be furnished. 

4. The organization—the school in this case— 
must be modified so that it is compatible with 
the innovation being suggested. 

5. The participants in the innovation must be 
motivated to spend the required time and ef- 
fort to make the innovation a success. 


Curriculum leaders are responsible for 
guaranteeing that these five conditions are 
present during the period of attempted im- 
plementation. Management alone possesses 
the authority to establish these conditions; it 
is the only agency with the power to change 
the existing organizational arrangements 
and to furnish the necessary rewards. 

The LOC Model extends the ORC Model 
of change in several respects. The ORC 
Model conceptualizes educational change as 
a two-stage process: (1) initiation, and (2) in- 
corporation or inclusion of the innovation 
as part of the ongoing processes of the or- 
ganization. The LOC Model considers edu- 
cational change as a three-stage sequence: 
(1) initiation, (2) attempted implementation, 
and (3) incorporation. 

Implicit in this model is that management 
is not just responsible for overcoming resis- 
tance at the outset of the change effort; 
management must also establish and main- 
tain conditions such that necessary tasks can 
be accomplished during attempted imple- 
mentation, and also during maintenance of 
the established program.” 

Let us assume that we are introducing a 
new social studies curriculum for an ele- 
mentary school. Using the LOC Model, we 
would have, at the outset of the curriculum 
development effort, made sure that all 
members of the organization—that is, the 
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social studies teachers—had a clear under- 
standing of the proposed innovation. They 
would know what specific needs were being 
addressed by its implementation. They 
would know who the intended audience 
was. If teachers do know the reasons and 
justifications for the new social studies pro- 
gram, it is more likely that they will accept 
and be willing to implement it. 

in the second stage of this model, the 
new skills and capabilities teachers would 
need to implement the new program would 
be identified. Teachers would have a role in 
suggesting what these are. The social studies 
teachers, either all of them at the elemen- 
tary level or their representatives would, 
through deliberation, indicate essential 
skills and capabilities. They would suggest 
ways in which those skills, if lacking, could 
be developed through in-service activities. 

New programs require new materials, as 
indicated by the third stage. In this exam- 
ple, teachers would be involved in sug- 
gesting what materials would be necessary. 
Leaders would guarantee that funds would 
be such that these materials, and the neces- 
sary equipment for teaching the new social 
studies program, would be forthcoming. 

As part of the fourth stage, space and 
schedules might be adjusted. Cooperative 
learning might be part of the new social 
studies program. If so, then classrooms 
would have to be modified to allow for such 
activity. If teachers will need to engage in 
team planning for many of the new units, 
then office space may need to be provided 
for such cooperative efforts. 

In the last stage, those in charge of the 
new social studies program should make 
sure that rewards are built into the social 
studies effort so that teachers are committed 
to the program. Teachers must be moti- 
vated not only to plan the curriculum, but 
also to take the time and to make the effort 
to deliver the social studies program as de- 
veloped. 

Some individuals have noted that this im- 
plementation model could be strengthened 
by engaging people in an exploratory stage 
at the outset of the innovation effort. Partic- 
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ipants could look at the current situation 
and brainstorm to determine what is needed 
to address the current situation. In the so- 
cial studies example, people to be involved 
in creating the program, and to be impacted 
by it, would explore the current scene in so- 
cial studies. What are the current social 
studies issues? What issues are likely to con- 
tinue? What issues are likely to arise in the 
future? 

Another way of strengthening this model 
is to remember that many of the obstacles to 
be processed will come from outside the 
system—in this example, from outside the 
school. External barriers, such as commu- 
nity attitudes, values, and views of what is 
necessary, might be considered. Many im- 
pediments to local change in schools are lo- 
cated in federal, state, or local government. 
For example, in a social studies program, we 
might discover that a major obstacle is a 
state regulation indicating what topics must 
be covered and how much time must be al- 
lowed. We might also discover that the local 
community disapproves of а particular 
topic. In order for an innovation to take 
hold, the community’s attitude and percep- 
tion regarding the topic must be considered 
and resolved. Another major obstacle to a 
new social studies program might be indi- 
vidual school board members. 

To overcome resistance to change—or, 
put another way, to foster acceptance of an 
innovation—it is necessary to take into con- 
sideration all the reasons why people resist 
change. These points were indicated earlier. 
However, school personnel can hinder edu- 
cational change efforts in ways other than 
outright refusal to accept them. Some 
schools have a high faculty turnover. If a 
school is trying to implement a new math or 
science program, for example, it will have 
serious difficulty if it continually loses a 
large percentage of its staff. Many school 
districts across the country have released 
large numbers of staff from their responsi- 
bilities because of enrollment and budgetary 
problems. Often many of the newer 
teachers, who advocated the innovative pro- 
grams, were the ones released because they 


had the least amount of tenure in the sys- 
tem. In general, then, a school should con- 
sider the stability of its workforce when at- 
tempting to implement a new curriculum. 

Note that implementation obstacles 
solved at one point in time using this model 
may arise again at another point. This 
model really needs to include a feedback 
and monitoring mechanism to determine if 
problems, once solved, are reappearing. 
Perhaps, for example, while working to de- 
velop an elementary social studies program, 
curriculum leaders solved the problem of 
securing adequate materials to teach the 
new program. Suppose, however, that more 
students come into the system during the 
implementation process; materials now are 
in short supply. Likewise, a budgetary crisis 
could occur, so monies promised for the 
purchase of materials cannot be disbursed. 

Innovation involves political action. Peo- 
ple are primarily political entities, and they 
can be pressured to adopt new programs or 
not to adopt new programs by others who 
possess power. The school is an arena in 
which vested interest groups do jockey for 
power to influence particular changes or to 
champion their views of curriculum.” Inno- 
vations are value-laden, and curriculum 
leaders must be mindful of this. Innovations 
will be accepted if people find their values, 
assumptions, and beliefs in the programs. If 
these preferences are absent, people will 
work to adjust the programs until the values 
and beliefs align with their own.” 

Those in charge of curriculum inno- 
vation—in this example, the directors of so- 
cial studies education—need to keep in 
mind that they must secure and maintain 
the support of the change effort by mem- 
bers of the central administration, the 
school board, and community residents and 
officials. It is not sufficient just to have the 
social studies teachers committed to the new 
program. 


Linkage Model. 


The linkage model developed by Ronald 
Havelock recognizes that there are innova- 


tors in research and development centers, 
universities, and school systems. Educators 
in the field, however, find some of their at- 
tempts at innovations inappropriate for 
solving school problems. What is needed is a 


match between school problems апа 
innovations—the establishment of link- 
ages.” 

The starting point for educational 


change is in the problem-solving process of 
the user. If change is to occur, the user must 
uncover information relevant to his or her 
identified problems. Useful interaction is 
most likely to get to the user if a resource 
system is effectively linked to the user sys- 
tem. The resource system must have a clear 
picture of the user’s problems if it is to re- 
trieve or create appropriate knowledge or 
educational packages. The resource system 
must also transmit possible solutions to the 
user. As shown in Figure 9-3, a successful 
resource system must proceed through a cy- 
cle of diagnosis, search, retrieval, fabrica- 
tion of solution, dissemination, and evalua- 
tion in order to test out its product. Going 
through such stages allows the resource sys- 
tem to then document that the system or 
curriculum being suggested as appropriate 
to the user is in fact appropriate. 

In the linkage model, the basic process is 
knowledge transfer. In schools that use this 
model, the entire purpose of developing 
and piloting is to go through the stages of 
problem diagnosis, search, retrieval, and so 
on, so that knowledge can be transferred to 
the entire school staff in a manner that will 
enable them to see the relevance of the in- 
novation and to feel comfortable with and 
skilled in implementing it.” This is also 
shown in Figure 9-3. How an individual em- 
ploys the linkage model depends in part on 
the nature of the school district, the charac- 
teristics of the students, the nature of the in- 
novation itself, the amount of time available, 
and the means available for communicating 
the innovation to the various impacted par- 
ties, 

_ A school district faced with creating or 
implementing a new language arts curricu- 
lum, for example, might employ this model 
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in the following manner. The school would 
first analyze its existing language arts curric- 
ulum to identify problems. Once it has de- 
termined a problem and the reasons for it, it 
would search for possible solutions. At this 
juncture, the school would send a message 
regarding its problem to the resource sys- 
tem. The resource system, which can either 
be within the school system or external to it, 
would also diagnose the problem and then 
search for a solution. 

The resource system would then gener- 
ate a solution to the language arts curricu- 
lum problem and send messages to the 
user—the school system. Meanwhile the 
school system has been analyzing various 
language arts curricula and has also re- 
trieved from the search potential solutions. 
The school feeds its information to the re- 
source system. Throughout the process, 
both the resource system and the user sys- 
tem are linked because they are addressing 
the same problem—creating a language arts 
curriculum appropriate for identified 
needs. 

Once the solution has been identified, 
through the suggestions of either the school 
system or the resource system, it is dissemi- 
nated to the school for implementation. The 
various stages can be recycled as necessary. 


Organizational Development Model. 


Schmuck and Miles hold the positions 
that many approaches to educational im- 
provement from the 1960s and 1970s did 
not succeed because the leaders assumed 
that adoption was a rational process.” Tak- 
ing such a view forced leaders to overrely on 
the technical aspects of innovation and dif- 
fusion. They assumed that systematic prop- 
erties of local school districts were constants. 
They did not perceive that the organizations 
needed self-renewal or that various parts of 
the districts experienced change as a result 
of interaction with the environment. 
Schmuck and Miles suggested Organiza- 
tional Development (OD) as a better ap- 
proach. 

To understand this model for change, 
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leaders need to realize that several views of 
organizations exist. Some social scientists 
have summarized an organization as being 
composed of individuals and groups who 
come together in order to achieve certain 
goals and objectives by means of differenti- 
ated functions that are intended to be ra- 
tionally coordinated and directed according 
to some timetable."' This view refers in part 
toa bureaucratic structure. 

Others maintain that the system of rela- 
tions that forms the whole makes or defines 
an organization. If no system of relations 
draws the parts into a whole, then there is 
no organization, just free-floating parts.” 
However, the strength of the relationships 
and the parts can vary. Educators are com- 
ing to realize that the school is actually an 
organization of loosely coupled units— 
departments, classrooms, and persons. Also, 
these parts have rather flexible relation- 
ships. Although a central administration 
and roles are defined, most schools have lit- 
tle centralized control, especially over what 
occurs in the classroom. For this reason it is 
difficult for curricular change to be imple- 
mented as an edict from the central office. 

Viewing implementation from an orga- 
nizational stance, educators realize that or- 
ganizations can create conditions that sig- 
nificantly influence how individuals will 
perceive the innovation and the ways in 
which they will be involved in implementing 
it. Chris Argyris addresses this point in a 
discussion of the concept of organizational 
learning.” Argyris notes that learning oc- 
curs when an organization achieves what it 
intended—a match between what it planned 
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for action and the actual outcome of the im- 
plemented plans. He asserts that organiza- 
tions can address learning, or what we can 
call effective action, by either a single- or 
double-loop approach. As depicted in Fig- 
ure 9-4, single-loop learning takes place 
when an organization detects an error and 
corrects it without questioning or altering 
the underlying values of the system. It just 
asks whether it achieved its objectives in 
light of the problem defined. Single-loop 
learning is routine and repetitive. Argyris 
gives the example of a thermostat for a 
single-loop learner. The thermostat is pro- 
grammed to detect states of “too cold” or 
“too hot,” and to correct the situation by 
activating the furnace. If the thermostat 
were to ask itself why it was too cold or too 
hot, then it would be a double-loop 
learner. Double-loop learning is more ad- 
vanced and complex than single-loop. It in- 
volves reasoning processes among people 
affected by the change. 

For the most part, students in school or- 
ganizations learn by a single-loop approach. 
Generally, teachers note that students are 
deficient in certain skills, and they set out to 
correct the deficiencies through a program 
of change. They do not always ask why the 
students are deficient. Sometimes teachers 
are not successful in meeting certain objec- 
tives, but they still may not ask themselves if 
the objectives are indeed appropriate in 
light of the current times. 

The Organizational Development Model 
depicts an information-processing change 
strategy. The organization engages in ac- 
tions designed to improve its operational 


Match 


FIGURE 9-4 Single- and 
Double-Loop Learning. 


Source: from Chris Argyris, “How Learning and Reasoning Processes Affect 
Organizational Change,” in P.S. Goodman, ed., Change in Organizations (San 


Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982), p. 50. 
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functioning and the interactions of its mem- 
bers. With OD, persons within the organiza- 
tion work to develop the organization's 
members. Planned change within this model 
seeks to alter perceptions, attitudes, and 
values so that personal interactions are im- 
proved and maintained at effective levels.” 

Blake and Mouton have expounded 
some principles of organizational develop- 
ment with applicability to education: 


1. The unit of change is an organization that is 
autonomous and responsible for itself. The 
OD unit must contain within itself those per- 
sons with authority essential for setting new 
directions. 

2. The top leadership must be actively involved 
in the decision making to bring about 
needed changes. 

3. The entire human system of the organiza- 
tion must be involved. 

4. Those responsible for managing change 
need to be given opportunities to learn 
sound concepts of leader behavior.” 


The first and third principles draw on 
thinking about open systems. The principle 
of the open-systems concept is that the or- 
ganization survives and maintains its inter- 
nal order by drawing from the outside those 
energies necessary, and that the organiza- 
tion comprehends and copes with the out- 
side forces that impinge on it. Argyris noted 
that open systems consist of several parts; 
they maintain themselves through interrela- 
tedness; they accomplish objectives, while 
adapting to the environment; and through 
such action, they maintain the state of the 
organization.” 

OD involves training groups, not individ- 
uals, in communication апі problem- 
solving skills. It requires people to form 
groups and to become committed to the sys- 
tem and its efficient functioning. It encour- 
ages members to collaborate with one an- 
other in groups to solve their own problems. 
Educators who approach innovation from 
the OD perspective realize that the main de- 
partments and divisions of the school must 


be identified, and that interlocking pro- 
grams, roles, norms, and procedures must 
be made clear. The group is responsible for 
redesigning its own structure and proce- 
dures for achieving goals. The school must 
be viewed as a system in which actions in one 
part will impact actions in other parts. 


Rand Change Agent Model. 


This model was created by the Rand Cor- 
poration in their evaluation effort in the 
1970s of four major federal programs: (1) 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
Title П (Innovative Projects); (2) Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act, Title 
VII (Bilingual Projects); (3) Vocational Edu- 
cation Act (Exemplary Programs); and (4) 
the Right-to-Read Program." 

The Rand investigators concluded from 
their research that the chief barriers to 
change seemed to be in the organizational 
dynamics of a school after a decision had 
been made to adopt a new program or prac- 
tice. The difficulty lay in the implementa- 
поп of an already-developed program or 
procedure. For this reason, the Rand 
Change Agent Model emphasized organiza- 
tional variables that either encourage or dis- 
courage change at all stages in the process of 
curriculum activity, but particularly so at the 
implementation stage. 

The Rand Model suggests three stages 
in the change process: (1) initiation, (2) im- 
plementation, and (3) incorporation. In the 
initiation stage, change leaders work to se- 
cure the support for the anticipated change. 
To support a change—such as a new pro- 
gram—people must understand and they 
must agree that it is indeed legitimate In 
light of the organization’s goals. Leaders 
thus require the personal backing of the in- 
dividuals involved. For example, a curricu- 
lum leader or change agent needs to inform 
teachers about the need for change and how 
it might take place. 

Once the curriculum leader attains the 
support of the members of the organization, 
the change activity enters the next stage. In 


this stage, the proposed change or program 
and the local school organization are 
modified to adapt to the program or proce- 
dure. The assumption is that the success of 
the implementation is a function of the 
characteristics of the proposed change, the 
abilities of the teaching and administrative 
staff. the nature of the local community, 
and the structure of the school organization. 

During the incorporation stage, the 
changes implemented become part of the 
established program. Procedures аге 
outlined and managed to ensure that the 
program implemented is provided with the 
necessary personnel and financial support 
so that it continues to be delivered in the in- 
tended manner. In-service and follow-up 
activities are essential if the program is to be 
incorporated. The results of the Rand study 
highlight the fact that successful implemen- 
tation requires that a receptive group of 
professionals and laypersons pay attention 
to the organizational dynamics. 


CHANGE AGENT ROLES 


Any attempt at change requires change 
agents. Change agents may be students, 
teachers, administrators, consultants, state 
employees, university professors, parents, 
lay citizens, and political officials interested 
in education. Often such people can play 
different roles at different times in the 
change process, depending on their skills. 
Other persons are formally educated to as- 
sume particular roles as consultants, re- 
searchers, or systems experts. Often, the job 
a person holds at a particular point in time 
allows him or her to gain the expertise nec- 
essary to play that role in the change proc- 
ess. 

Someone has to initiate the change 
process—or at least elicit a reaction to a de- 
mand. Almost anyone in the educational 
community can be an initiator. As we move 
up the administrative hierachy, there а 
greater chance for an individual, because of 
his or her role, to serve as an initiator. 


Curriculum Implementation 243 
Sometimes school districts pay one or 
more people to be internal initiators or 
change agents. These persons are charged 
with “scanning the current scene” to detect 
various issues, problems, demands, or 
deficiencies that require attention. These 
persons may get others to consider change 
by writing papers, forming ad hoc commit- 
tees to analyze particular issues, submitting 
proposals, or simply sending memos to staff 
expressing concern for some action. 

In some cases, an initiator stays with the 
change effort during its entirety. This fre- 
quently happens when the initiator is an in- 
ternal member of the organization. Other 
times, the initiator is a catalyst and is not ac- 
tively involved in any of the stages of curric- 
ulum change. The most successful change 
projects always have an initiation phase with 
some person (or group) who is the initiator. 


Teachers as Initiators. 


Educators have suggested that the 
teacher be employed as an agent of change. 
The teacher should start the entire curri- 
culum-change process by planning speci- 
fic units, revising them, and then bringing 
the modified units to other teachers within 
the school system. Other educators note that 
in terms of being knowledgeable about the 
practice of teaching, teachers often repre- 
sent the best clinical expertise available.” 


Principals as Initiators. 


Principals play a major role in program 
improvement. They can help a change be 
successfully implemented because they 
know the school organizational climate and 
they support those persons involved in 
change. Principals can also set the tone in 
their schools. If a principal has created an 
atmosphere in which good working rela- 
tionships exist among teachers, and teachers 
are thus willing to take the risks necessary to 
create and deliver dynamic programs, then 
it is more likely that program changes will 
be implemented. 

Berman and McLaughlin point out the 
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importance of the principal in their Rand 
Study: 


The importance of the principal to both short- 
and long-run outcomes of innovative projects 
can hardly be overstated. When teachers thought 
that principals disliked a project, we rarely found 
favorable project outcomes. Some projects with 
neutral or indifferent principals scored well, par- 
ticularly in the percentage of goals achieved; but 
these projects typically focused on individualiza- 
tion or curriculum revision, and had highly ef- 
fective project directors who compensated for 
the lukewarm principals. Projects having the ac- 
tive support of the principal were the most likely 
to fare well.” 


The principal’s major contribution to imple- 
mentation, according to the Rand research- 
ers, is “not in ‘how to do it’ advice,” which is 
usually better offered by project directors or 
consultants, “but in giving moral support to 
the staff and in creating an organizational 
climate that gives the project ‘legitimacy.’ ””! 


Facilitator-Coordinator. 


The facilitator-coordinator, drawn from 
within the school organization or from out- 
side, concentrates on the overall process of 
curriculum development, including imple- 
mentation and evaluation. Large school dis- 
tricts have full-time internal facilitators who 
oversee curriculum activities. These persons 
are known as directors or coordinators of 
curriculum, or directors of elementary or 
secondary education. 

Teachers and principals can also play this 
role. A principal can be a facilitator when he 
or she works to build a productive organiza- 
tional unit that allows for cooperative plan- 
ning and group deliberation.” In such situa- 
tions, individuals in the school system 
examine their own and each other’s roles 
to determine who has the power and 
qualifications to engage in particular curric- 
ular actions. A principal is also a facilitator 
when he or she creates a climate that fosters 
professional growth and leadership skills 
among the staff. The principal plays this 
role when allowing staff opportunities to ac- 


cept and discharge various leadership re- 
sponsibilities. If teachers are to be actively 
involved in curriculum development, then 
principals and others must “free” them 
from some of their regular duties so they 
can accomplish their new tasks. 


Supervisors. 


The processes of curriculum develop- 
ment and implementation must be super- 
vised. Someone must monitor just what is 
occurring and determine whether these 
actions are appropriate. Frequently, the 
word supervision is associated with instruc- 
tion. Certainly, instructional supervision is 
important, especially at the level of imple- 
mentation, but, in fact, the entire process of 
curriculum development needs to be super- 
vised. Moreover, during the implementa- 
tion phase, not only the manner of teaching 
but also the content that is actually being ad- 
dressed need to be supervised as well. 

The supervisor provides direction and 
guidance, and makes sure teachers have 
the skills to carry out the change. Those 
charged with supervising curriculum devel- 
opment and implementation are responsi- 
ble for overseeing or directing the work of 
others. This requires making certain deci- 
sions, engaging in particular actions, and in- 
teracting with others involved in the change 
effort.” 

Effective supervisors realize that they 
must alter their tactics depending on the sit- 
uation and the participants. Supervisors can 
place much responsibility in the hands of 
seasoned, experienced, professional teach- 
ers. However, they might have to provide 
beginning teachers with much more struc- 
ture. They might need to schedule more op- 
portunities for guidance and more in-ser- 
vice training for such staff members to 
deliver the new curriculum.” 

Ronald Doll points out that supervisors 
have three major tasks: (1) assisting the total 
faculty in determining the purposes of edu- 
cation and monitoring the actions of profes- 
sionals to see that these purposes are ad- 
hered to in the delivery of the program; (2) 


furnishing democratic instructional leader- 
ship; and (3) keeping channels of communi- 
cations within the school organization and 
between the school and the community 
open.” 

Supervisors can carry out their responsi- 
bilities in numerous ways. A few popular 
ways are classroom observation, supervisor- 
teacher conferences, group work, and dem- 
onstration teaching. In demonstration 
teaching, the supervisor assumes a training 
responsibility for reeducation activities that 
will lead to more effective delivery of the 
curriculum. Frequently supervisors engage 
in demonstration teaching to make recom- 
mended ways of delivering the curriculum 
known to all involved teachers. 

If supervisors are effective, it is likely that 
the teachers within the system will feel 
committed to and comfortable with the new 
program being implemented. Teachers will 
be satisfied, and thus the organization will 
run smoothly. 


CONCLUSION 


Those who understand that implementation 
is much more than handing out new materi- 
als or courses of study, realize that if a new 
curriculum is to be successfully imple- 
mented, then those involved need to be able 
to visualize the purposes of the program, 
the roles people will play within the system, 
and the types of individuals who are to re- 
sult from the interaction with the new cur- 
riculum. Such persons also realize that even 
though planning is central to the change 
and implementation process, the process 
cannot be entirely or rigidly planned. Hu- 
man beings require plans that are flexible; 
we must be able to adapt the plans to 
unintended consequences of implementa- 
tion efforts. Also, because change is a 
process—not an event that happens at a 
point in time, but a series of engagements, 
behaviors, and procedures that continue 
over time—we are never really finished with 
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the implementation task. Successful imple- 
mentation of a program or procedure re- 
quires perpetual fine tuning.” 

All persons who have worked on creating 
a new curriculum or a new course are anx- 
ious to have it implemented and accepted 
with enthusiasm by all involved in the school 
or school district. However, new curricula 
often fail to become established in the 
school or school district because the impor- 
tance and complexity of the implementation 
stage of curriculum development were not 
understood. 

We have presented this chapter in hopes 
of making the case that curriculum imple- 
mentation is crucial. We have shown that 
curricularists can bring various perspectives 
to implementation and that they can employ 
numerous strategies. 

We have presented implementation as a 
change process. We have pointed out the 
complexity of change and that planned 
change is essential if innovation is to occur 
systematically in the school. Those in charge 
of change strategies must understand the 
relationship of change to planning and the 
interaction of individuals, groups, and sys- 
tems. 
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chapter 10 


CURRICULUM EVALUATION 


Few educators would dispute the importance 
of curriculum evaluation. Even though eval- 
uation is widely discussed, however, those 
charged with actually evaluating curricula do 
not always consider it a useful process. Many 
school districts, in fact, do not provide ade- 
quate resources to conduct evaluations. 
Moreover, many school personnel have come 
to regard evaluation as nonproductive be- 
havior because evaluation results are fre- 
quently ignored. Programs judged to have 
value and to address particular students’ 
needs are often discontinued, whereas pro- 
grams that are questionable are often main- 
tained because teachers and the community 
are comfortable with them. 

It is difficult to pinpoint the reasons for 
the discrepancy between verbal proclama- 
tions that evaluation is crucial in all phases 
of curriculum and instruction and actual be- 
havior. Part of the difficulty might be that 
the term evaluation itself is confusing be- 
cause it has a variety of meanings. 


Basically, anything in the schools can be 
evaluated in terms of its contribution to the 
students’ overall learning and its cost. For 
example, school personnel can evaluate the 
basic worth of a program’s objectives in ad- 
dition to how well students attain those ob- 
jectives. They can evaluate the contents, the 
activities, the plans, the materials, or the 
methods that are incorporated and ulti- 
mately delivered in the curriculum. They 
can evaluate the teachers’ skills or behaviors, 
or the students’ performance. Evaluation 
occurs at a variety of levels—classroom, 
school, school district, state, even nation— 
and involves many people serving a variety 
of roles. 


THE NATURE AND PURPOSE 
OF EVALUATION 


Although a simple definition of the concept 
of evaluation can be misleading, it can none- 
theless serve to clarify the term for our 
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discussion. Evaluation is a process or cluster 
of processes that people perform in order to 
gather data that will enable them to decide 
whether to accept, change, or eliminate 
something—the curriculum in general or an 
educational textbook in particular. In evalu- 
ation people are concerned with determin- 
ing the relative values of whatever they are 
judging. They are obtaining information 
that they can use to make statements of 
worth regarding the focus of the evaluation. 
They are interested in conducting evalua- 
tion to determine whether the expected or 
the planned for has occurred or is occurring 
in relation to the intended. Applied to cur- 
riculum, evaluation focuses on discovering 
whether the curriculum as designed, devel- 
oped, and implemented is producing or can 
produce the desired results. Evaluation 
serves to identify the strengths and weak- 
nesses of the curriculum before implemen- 
tation and the effectiveness of its delivery 
after implementation. 

The purpose of gathering such data 
about strengths and weaknesses is to allow 
curricularists to either revise, compare, 
maintain, or discontinue their actions and 
programs. Evaluation enables them to make 
decisions, to draw conclusions, and to fur- 
nish data that will support their decisions re- 
garding curriculum matters. Not all evalua- 
tion efforts are aimed at securing data and 
making judgments regarding students’ suc- 
cess in a program. Often, evaluation efforts 
center on determining how to modify the 
staff's in-service education. Sometimes eval- 
uation is directed toward making judgments 
on just how educators can communicate 
with and educate the community. 


Evaluation Questions. 


Harriet Talmage has pointed out that a 
good part of educators’ disillusionment with 
evaluation results because they misunder- 
stand what it can and cannot do for ет. 
We have perhaps been asking unrealistic or 
inappropriate questions of evaluation. 
Talmage discussed five types of value ques- 
tions pertinent to evaluating curricula. An 


individual’s approach to evaluation depends 
on which question or set of questions he or 
she poses. 


The Question of Intrinsic Value. This 
question addresses the goodness and the ap- 
propriateness of the curriculum. It deals 
with the curriculum as it is planned and also 
with the finished curriculum as it is deliy- 
ered. Essentially, if a school were dealing 
with a new language arts curriculum, it 
would ask whether the curriculum incorpo- 
rates the best thinking to date on what is 
known about the content of language arts, 
the arrangement of that content, and the 
presentation of that content. Would special- 
ists in linguistics, composition, grammar, 
and communication give the curriculum 
planned “high marks”? 

But raising such questions is not a simple 
matter of getting experts to analyze the cur- 
riculum document. People bring to this 
question of intrinsic value their philosoph- 
ical and psychological views. They perceive 
the curriculum in light of the purpose of ed- 
ucation they see as paramount (Should we 
stress critical thinking, citizenship, or prepa- 
ration for employment?) and what learning 
theory they prefer. (Behaviorists, cognitiv- 
ists, and humanists have different views 
about content and methods for presenting 
it.) 

The question of intrinsic value is difficult 
to process precisely, partly because there are 
subject areas in the school whose underlying 
principles are not carefully formulated. In 
science, there are underlying scientific prin- 
ciples about which most scientists and sci- 
ence educators agree. In contrast, bilingual 
educators would most likely express more 
diverse opinions about the underlying prin- 
ciples of their area of study. 


The Question of Instrumental Value. 
This question posits, “What is the curricu- 
lum good for, and who is its intended audi- 
ence?” Educators deal with the first part of 
this query by attempting to link up the сиг- 
riculum planned with the goals апа ођјес- 
tives stated for the program. Essentially, 


they judge whether what is planned in the 
program is going to address the goals and 
objectives stated. They can make this evalu- 
ation judgment by looking at the finished 
document; they also raise this question once 
the curriculum has been delivered. 

The question of instrumental value also 
addresses whether what is planned in the 
curriculum will be attained, or to what ex- 
tent, and by which students. In addition, 
this question concerns whether the philo- 
sophical or psychological orientation of the 
curriculum will be maintained, given the 
suggested contents, materials, activities, and 
methods. If a curriculum developer is a hu- 
manist, he or she might ask if the specifics 
planned for the curriculum are going to be 
instrumental in fostering in students a hu- 
manistic orientation toward themselves and 
others. A behaviorist, on the other hand, 
might ask if the encounters planned in the 
program are such that students will attain 
the specific behavior at the intended level of 
competence. 

The audience to be evaluated must be 
identified at the outset. The second part of 
the instrumental value question addresses 
this audience factor. Not all curricula 
planned may be of value to all students. 
Evaluation efforts should identify the types 
of students who are likely to benefit the 
most from the curriculum being planned. 


The Question of Comparative Value. 
This question is often asked by those faced 
with possible new programs. Is the new pro- 
gram better than the one it is supposed to 
replace? Usually, new programs are created 
because people feel that the existing pro- 
gram is inadequate. Often when dealing 
with the question, people get caught up in 
making comparisons between different pro- 
grams with different goals. Is a program 
that stresses skill training better than a pro- 
gram that stresses contemplation of the 
world? Certainly, the two are different. 
Whether one is better than the other relates 
to the values people hold as educators. But, 
still, if the program being suggested for im- 
plementation is of the same type as the ех- 
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isting program, the question of comparative 
value should be considered. 

Educators need to consider this question, 
in fact, more than just in terms of student 
achievement. They need to compare the two 
programs’ ease of delivery, cost, demand on 
resources, role in the existing school organi- 
zation, and responsiveness to expectations 
of the community. 


The Question of Idealization Value. 
When dealing with evaluation, educators 
are not just concerned with determining 
whether what was planned actually hap- 
pened. They are interested in engaging in 
actions that will furnish data that can help 
them decide how to make the program the 
best possible. They are concerned with tak- 
ing their information on how the program is 
working and asking themselves if there are 
alternative ways to make the program even 
better—to heighten students’ achievement 
or to involve students more fully in their 
own learning. This question requires con- 
tinued action throughout the delivery of the 
new program. Educators must constantly 
ask themselves how they might “fine tune” 
the program’s content, materials, methods, 
and so on, so that students can derive op- 
timal benefits from experiencing it. 


The Question of Decision Value. If the 
previous four evaluation questions are ad- 
dressed, the decisions made should be qual- 
ity decisions. The evaluator and the curricu- 
lum decision maker should now have evi- 
dence documented in such a manner that 
they can decide whether to retain, modify, 
or discard the new program. Decisions have 
consequences, however. The question of de- 
cision values keeps the curriculum evaluator 
cognizant that the value of the decision or 
decisions made needs to be assessed as the 
curriculum is delivered in the school class- 
rooms. 


Definitions of Evaluation. 


The questions presented in the previous 
section suggest that evaluation is a process 
by which evaluators can make decisions. 
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But, just what is evaluation? Worthing and 
Sanders have defined evaluation as “the de- 
termination of the worth of a thing. It in- 
cludes obtaining information for use in 
judging the worth of a program, product, 
procedure, or objective, or the potential 
utility of alternative approaches designed to 
attain specified objectives.”* 

Bruce Tuckman has defined evaluation 
as “... the means for determining whether 
the program is meeting its goals: that is, 
whether the measures/outcomes for a given 
set of instructional inputs match the in- 
tended or prespecified outcomes.”* 

Daniel Stufflebeam has defined evalua- 
tion as “... the process of delineating, ob- 
taining, and providing useful information 
for judging decision alternatives.” 

All the preceding definitions view evalua- 
tion essentially as a process of identifying 
and gathering information that will help de- 
cision makers choose various courses of ac- 
tion for creating and delivering curricula. 
The definitions all point out that decision 
making is central to evaluation. It is by way 
of decision making that educators identify 
alternative curricular actions and determine 
various combinations of curricular elements 
to ensure the greatest likelihood of student 
learning in light of overall program goals. 


Measurement versus Evaluation. 


Sometimes educators confuse measure- 
ment with evaluation. Other times they use 
the terms interchangeably to denote a gen- 
eral process of appraisal. Fred Kerlinger 
defines measurement as “the assignment of 
numerals to objects or events according to 
rules.” He points out that a numeral is а 
symbol of the form: 1, 2, 3, .... It has no 
quantitative meaning unless someone 
chooses to give it such. People use symbols 
to label objects, such as boxes of strawber- 
ries or learning packets. It is important to 
remember that they must also assign value 
and meaning to numerals. For example, an 
evaluation of 70 percent means nothing un- 
less someone has stated that 70 percent 


means “passing” or “successful perform- 
ance.” 

Measurement is really nothing more than 
the description of a situation or a behavior 
using numerical terms in order to avoid the 
value connotations that people can easily as- 
sociate with words. A gym teacher can thus 
measure the number of times a student does 
pushups; a reading teacher can record the 
number of pages per hour a person reads; 
or aclassroom teacher can indicate the score 
a child gets on a language skills test. 

Measurement enables educators to re- 
cord students’ degrees of achieving particu- 
lar competencies. Nonetheless, educators 
must do something with the data gathered; 
they must decide whether doing so many 
pushups is good, whether reading so many 
pages per hour indicates reading ability, 
whether a certain score denotes success or 
failure. They must evaluate the data and 
make value judgments. Such judgments will 
be influenced by their understanding of the 
purposes of the program in particular and 
of education in general. 


APPROACHES TO EVALUATION 


Evaluation is a methodological activity that 
really is not content specific. The same 
procedures are used to evaluate the effec- 
tiveness of a teaching method, a coffee 
maker, or the blueprints for a house. Essen- 
tially, evaluation consists of gathering and 
combining data in relation to a weighted set 
of goals or scales so as to allow people to 
make judgments about worth." In determin- 
ing the value of a curriculum plan, educa- 
tors must eventually ask whether the results 
they expect to obtain are worth what the 
cost of delivering them is likely to be. 
How people specifically go about proc 
essing data is influenced by their philosoph- 
ical and psychological postures. If they are 
behaviorists or if they believe in approaching 
evaluation from a prescriptive or sequence 
orientation, they are likely to want to spell out 
specific entities of curriculum and instruc- 


Чоп. They will want to have clearly stated 
objectives so that they can enact procedures 
that will furnish them with precise indicators 
of whether they—or, more precisely, their 
students—have achieved the intended out- 
comes of the program. If they are humanists 
they are likely to be more interested in deter- 
mining whether the situations planned have 
enabled students to improve their self-con- 
cepts. They may not pay as much attention to 
the students’ specific achievements demon- 
strated by particular objective tests. 

Whether educators are looking at achieve- 
ment or self concept, they will realize that an 
evaluation will still involve a managerial as- 
pect as well as a decision-making dimension. 
They have to plan how they will obtain the 
data necessary for making judgments; how 
they will communicate to students and to oth- 
ers the effectiveness of the curriculum; how 
they will manage themselves and their evalu- 
ation actions as well as the actions of others 
who might be involved; and how they will de- 
termine the criteria they will employ to judge 
some aspect of the program. Lee Cronbach 
separated three types of decisions for which 
evaluation could be used: (1) decisions about 
course improvement; (2) decisions about in- 
dividuals, teachers, and students; and (3) de- 
cisions about administrative regulation— 
actually judging how good the school system 
is and how good individual staff members 
are.’ 

When evaluation is focused on course im- 
provement, its direct purpose is to ascertain 
what effects the course has and how these 
match with the intended effects. Evaluation 
focused on course improvement determines 
aspects of the course for which revision is 
desirable. It also attempts to furnish data so 
that evaluators can comprehend what in the 
course or program is producing the effects 
and what parameters influence its effec- 
tiveness. Sometimes, evaluators discover 
through evaluation that the teacher’s behav- 
ior with or attitude toward a certain content 
is influencing the degree of student attain- 
ment of that content. At other times, they 
discover that only certain types of students 
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with particular learning styles are doing well 
with the new content, and they attempt to 
determine why this is so. Evaluators also as- 
sess the administration of the total sequence 
of courses—the content and/or experi- 
ences—district-wide. 


Scientistic and Humanistic Approaches. 


More recently, Cronbach identified two 
basic approaches to evaluation: the scientis- 
tic ideals approach and the humanistic ide- 
als approach.* He presents these approaches 
as Opposite extremes on an evaluation con- 
tinuum. Advocates of the scientistic end prize 
experiments; advocates of the humanistic 
approach consider experiments misinfor- 
mative. 

Cronbach presents the scientistic ideals 
person as a believer in the true experiment: 


A true experiment . . . concentrates on outcome 
or impact and embodies three procedures: 1) 
Two or more conditions are in place, at least one 
of them being the consequence of deliberative in- 
tervention. 2) Persons or institutions are assigned 
to conditions in a way that creates equivalent 
groups. 3) All participants are assessed on the 
same outcome measures.” 


Persons in this camp tend to concentrate 
their efforts on the learners. Data, fre- 
quently in the form of test scores, are em- 
ployed to compare students’ achievement in 
different situations, each controlled as 
much as is feasible. Information collected is 
quantitative, so it can be analyzed statistic- 
ally. The decisions about the program or 
programs are made on the basis of the com- 
parative information gained through the 
evaluation effort. 

Cronbach describes the humanistic ideal as 
very different from the scientistic ideals ap- 
proach: 


Writers at the humanistic extreme find experi- 
ments unacceptable. For them, naturalistic case 
studies are the panacea. A humanist would study 
a program already in place, not one imposed by 
the evaluator. If persons are assigned to a treat- 
ment, that is because the policy under study calls 
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for assignment; assignments are not made for 
the sake of research. The program is to be seen 
through the eyes of its developers and clients. 
Naturalistic investigators would ask different 
questions of different programs. Benefits are to 
be described, not reduced to a quality. Observa- 
tions are to be opportunistic and responsive to 
the local scene, not prestructured."” 


Those who approach evaluation from a 
humanistic or naturalistic posture analyze 
data collected in a way that differs signifi- 
cantly from that found in а scientistic evalu- 
ation. The data gathered in a naturalistic 
investigation are more qualitative than 
quantitative in nature. The evaluator relies 
more on impressions of what was observed. 
He or she engages in what are called “thick” 
descriptions of actual incidents that were 
observed during the evaluation effort. Data 
gained from interviews and discussions with 
participants are included in the evaluation. 
Patterns observed from the many observa- 
tions form much of the data for analysis. 

Few people follow these two extreme ap- 
proaches to evaluation. Curriculum evalu- 
ators usually settle on an approach that is 
somewhere between the two extremes. Re- 
gardless of approach, however, evaluations 
contain the common thread of decision 
making. 


Intrinsic and Pay-Off Evaluation. 


Evaluators can study the curriculum plan 
separately or they can study the effects of 
the curriculum after it is delivered to the 
students. Michael Scriven calls the first type 
intrinsic evaluation. The criteria for eval- 
uation are not usually operationally for- 
mulated; evaluators are merely trying to 
answer the question, “How good is the cur- 
riculum?”"' ‘The criteria employed in such 
evaluation refer directly to the curriculum 
itself. Evaluators assume that such criteria 
do impact educational effectiveness or re- 
sults. Scriven uses studying an axe as an ex- 
ample of intrinsic evaluation. To examine 
an axe, an individual might study the design 
of the bit, the material used, the weight dis- 
tribution, and the shape and fit of the han- 


dle. People assume that an axe of appropri- 
ate design and material will effectively cut 
trees, but they do not measure that fact di- 
rectly. 

To evaluate curricula intrinsically, evalu- 
ators study the particular content included, 
the way in which the content is sequenced, 
the accuracy of the content, the types of ex- 
periences suggested for dealing with the 
content, and the types of materials to be em- 
ployed. They might assume that if a curricu- 
lum plan has accurate content and a firm ba- 
sis for its particular organization, it will be 
effective in stimulating particular student 
learning. 

Although it may seem obvious that evalu- 
ators need to engage in intrinsic evalua- 
tion—that is, they must determine if the 
curriculum as written has value—some per- 
sons do neglect it. Rather than asking the 
prior question, “How good is the curricu- 
lum?” they ask, “How well does the course 
or curriculum achieve its goals?” Unless ed- 
ucators have some judgment about the 
worth of the goals and objectives, and the at- 
tendant content, they cannot be sure that at- 
taining the goals through a_ particular 
course or curriculum is a good thing. 

Once the basic worth of a curriculum has 
been evaluated, its effects when delivered 
must be examined. Scriven calls this pay-off 
evaluation. Often the outcomes are opera- 
tionally defined. Evaluators can consider the 
effects not only on the students but also on 
teachers, parents, and perhaps administra- 
tors. This approach to evaluation may ш- 
volve making judgments regarding the dif- 
ferences between pre- and post-tests and 
between experimental group tests and con- 
trol group tests оп опе or more criterial pa- 
rameters. Pay-off evaluation draws the most 
attention from educators. Its defenders as- 
sert that it is really the only one that counts, 
because it supplies information that allows 
them to determine the effects of the curric 
ulum or course on learners. 

Advocates argue that with their present 
state of knowledge, evaluators can only do 
“arm-chair” intrinsic evaluation. They сап- 
not unequivocally defend the worth of some 


content or experience, but they can docu- 
ment whether in fact learners have attained 
a stated objective. Supporters of the intrin- 
sic approach would counter that the impor- 
tant values do not really show up in the out- 
comes noted in a curriculum—outcomes to 
which pay-off people limit themselves. This 
is partly due, intrinsic people argue, to the 
deficiencies of present test instruments and 
scoring procedures. Also, the results re- 
ported in pay-off evaluation studies are usu- 
ally short-term results of a curriculum. Lit- 
ue attention is given to the long-term 
outcomes of a particular program. If educa- 
tors wish to have an idea of the relevance 
and perhaps elegance of a curriculum, they 
will best look at the materials directly, not at 
students’ test scores. 


Formative and Summative Evaluation. 


Another way to view evaluation is to dis- 
tinguish between formative and summative 
evaluation. Formative evaluation encompasses 
those activities undertaken to improve an 
existing program. Evidence is sought so that 
decisions can be made about how to revise a 
program while it is being developed. That 
is, data are collected during the develop- 
mental phase of the program in order to 
modify the program before it is imple- 
mented in the total district. During the de- 
velopmental and early piloting stages of a 
curriculum, the evaluation effort provides 
frequent, detailed, and specific information 
to guide the developers. Formative evalua- 
tion takes place at a number of specified 
points during the curriculum-development 
process. For example, some time during a 
curriculum’s creation evaluators check 
whether a particular content is enabling stu- 
dents to learn a particular concept or certain 
material. If the content does not seem 
“valid” —that is, if it does not seem to enable 
students to learn a particular goal or objec- 
tive—then the content is modified by the de- 
velopers. 

How educators conduct formative evalu- 
ation varies widely. If they are evaluating 
only one unit plan, their manner of evalua- 
tion may be very informal, perhaps only 
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involving those persons teaching the unit. 
However, if they are engaged in creating a 
new program for the entire school district, 
then the procedure of formative evaluation 
may be more formal and systematic. How- 
ever, the process has some flexibility. 

Because curriculum development takes 
place over time, formative evaluation is es- 
pecially well suited for guiding the creation 
and fine tuning of a curriculum. According 
to Norman Gronlund, it allows the teacher 
and others involved in the evaluation not 
only to determine what intended effects are 
occurring, but also to record and examine 
the presence of unintended effects. It uses 
the process of feedback ‘and adjustments 
and thus keeps the curriculum development 
process “open.”'* 

Summative evaluation aims at getting the 
“total” picture of the quality of the pro- 
duced curriculum. It is usually undertaken 
after the project has been completely devel- 
oped and after it has been implemented 
school-wide or district-wide. It focuses on 
the effectiveness of the total curriculum or 
the total course within the curriculum. 
Summative evaluation’s major purpose is to 
enable the involved parties to draw conclu- 
sions about how well the curriculum or par- 
ticular curriculum unit has worked. The 
name summative has been applied not be- 
cause of any particular method employed 
but rather because this type of evaluation 
obtains evidence about the “summed” ef- 
fects of various components or units in a 
particular curriculum." 

Although summative evaluation is per- 
formed at the “end” of the project, it should 
not be perceived as happening only once. It 
can, for example, be conducted several times 
at the “ends” of particular unit plans. Com- 
prehensive summative evaluations should, in 
fact, be planned for certain strategic “end” 
points during the curriculum development 
process, such as at the end of the piloting 
stage, before final implementation district- 
wide stage. Engaging in summative evalua- 
tion atcrucial mission points allows educators 
to get a total picture of the evolving curricu- 
lum product. 


256 Curriculum Evaluation 


In contrast to formative evaluation, 
which often uses informal methods and fre- 
quently focuses on processes, summative 
evaluation is likely to use more formal 
means of gathering data for analysis. Tests 
for measuring attainment of objectives will 
be more carefully designed. Surveys given 
to assess teachers’ reactions to the new cur- 
riculum will be formally prepared. Tests for 
students will be designed for use at the end 
of the course or at the end of the school 
year. 


EVALUATION MODELS 


Evaluation is not a product of this century; 
formal evaluation, in fact, has a very long 
history." The ancient Chinese were giving 
civil service examinations to candidates as 
early as 2000 в.с. And early Greek teachers, 
such as Socrates, employed verbally medi- 
ated evaluation in their teaching.“ Much 
more recently, the first evidence of formal 
evaluation was reported in the United 
states, in Joseph Rice’s 1897 to 1898 com- 
parative study of spelling performance of 
over 30,000 students in a large school sys- 
tem. Also, Robert Thorndike’s contribu- 
tions to the issue of evaluation in the early 
1900s cannot be ignored. Called the father 
of educational testing, Thorndike was in- 
strumental in getting educators to measure 
human change. 


“The Eight-Year Study” Evaluation 
Model. 


Perhaps the first major evaluation effort 
directed at curriculum was conducted un- 
der the direction of Ralph Tyler in “The 
Eight-Year Study” from 1933 to 1941." 
This study was sponsored by the Progressive 
Education Association to address the need 
to free the secondary school curriculum 
from college dominance. (Up to that time 
the key curricular emphasis in high schools 
was the college-preparatory program.) The 
study was concerned with the total process 
of curriculum development, and evaluation 
was an integral part ot that concern. It is 


one of the largest-scale longitudinal studies 
that has ever been conducted in education. 

The study used a variety of tests, scales, 
inventories, check lists, questionnaires, 
pupil logs, and other means of obtaining 
data. Thirty high schools were involved in 
the project. Tyler, through his efforts as re- 
search director of the study, greatly influ- 
enced—and still influences—the planning 
of evaluation studies.“ Tyler's recommen- 
dations were for evaluators to: 


1. Establish broad goals or objectives; 

2. Classify objectives; 

3. Define objectives in behavioral terms; 

4. Find situations in which achievement of ob- 
jectives can be shown; 

5. Develop or select measurement techniques; 


6. Collect student performance data; and 
7. Compare data with behaviorally stated objec- 
tives.” 


These steps encourage evaluators to attend 
primarily to objectives. Are the objectives 
achieved? If so, then make these decisions. 
If not, then engage in these decisions and 
actions. Tyler maintained that evaluation is 
a recurring process, and that evaluation 
feedback is used to reformulate or redefine 
objectives. Information gathered can be 
plugged into the system to modify the objec- 
tives and the program being evaluated. This 
recycling keeps the evaluation system dy- 
namic. Modifications in the objectives and in 
the program keep the program functioning 
at an optimal level; decisions made are 
based on data. 


Metfessel-Michael Evaluation Model. 


In the late 1960s Metfessel and Michael 
presented the academic community with a 
variation of the Tylerian model. Their 
model presents eight major steps in the eval- 
uation process. Evaluators should: 


1. Involve both directly and indirectly mem- 
bers comprising the total educational com- 
munity—teachers, professional organization 
members, students, lay citizens. 


2. Develop a cohesive paradigm of broad goals 


and specific objectives and arrange them in 
hierarchical order from general to specific 
outcomes. 

3. Translate the specific objectives produced in 
step 2 into a form that will be communicable 
and applicable to the conduct of the curricu- 
lum program. 

4. Create the instrumentation necessary to fur- 
nish criterion measures from which individ- 
uals can draw inferences regarding the pro- 
gram’s effectiveness in light of the objectives 
stated. 

. Conduct periodic observations throughout 
the implementation and maintenance of the 
program using tests, cases, and other appro- 
priate instruments. 

6. Analyze the data gathered employing appro- 

priate statistical procedures. 

7. Interpret the data in terms of particular 
judgmental standards and values that reflect 
the philosophical orientation of the curricu- 
lum. The conclusions derived from such in- 
terpretation will enable those involved in the 
evaluation to judge the direction of learners’ 
growth, their progress in specific areas of ed- 
ucation, and the overall effectiveness of the 
total program and its impact upon all af- 
fected parties. 

8. On the basis of information gathered, gener- 
ate recommendations that will furnish a basis 
for further implementing the program or 
for modifying the elements of the curricu- 
lum, broad goals and specific objectives, 
specific content, experiences, and materials. 
At the conclusion of this step, the process is 
ready to be repeated." 


Б 


FIGURE 10-1 


1. Involve participants 


The Tyler-Metfessel-Michael Model. 


2. Formulate goals 


4. Devise necessary instruments 
for evaluation 

(tests, inventories, check 

lists, interviews, etc.) 


5. Carry out 
observations 


8. Make recommendations 
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Arranged as a system of activities, the para- 
digm looks like Figure 10-1. 


Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation Model. 


The model developed by Malcolm Provus 
combines evaluation with systems-manage- 
ment theory and consists of four compo- 
nents and five stages of evaluation. The four 
components are as follows: (1) determining 
program standards, (2) determining рго- 
gram performance, (3) comparing perform- 
ance with standards, and (4) determining 
whether a discrepancy exists between per- 
formance and standards." This is shown in 
Figure 10-2. Discrepancy information is re- 
ported to decisiun makers who in turn must 
make a decision (or act) at each stage. The 
choice of decisions is: To go to the next 
stage, recycle to a previous stage, start the 
program over, modify performance or stan- 
dards, or terminate the program. It is the 
job of the evaluator to report to the decision 
maker, and to identify problems and sug- 
gest what corrective actions are possible. 
When discrepancies exist the decision 
maker is the key person in the Discrepancy 
Model. 

There are five stages in the Provus 
model, and they are described in ‘Table 
10-1. In all five stages, program perform- 
ance is compared to program standards— 
criteria which have already been estab- 
lished. 


3. Translate goals 
and objectives into 
curriculum content 
and experiences 


6. Analyze data 7. Interpret data 


Repeat cycle 


{eouewojsad зо spsepuers) 
abueyd 10 Aypow = И 


762-762 “dd “(6961 "55924 OBLI JO Аивзәлшп :oBeD1Y5) || Wed 

“иоцеопрэ jo Арплб ay) зо} ÁIƏIDOŞ јеџоцем ay) jo зоофеод ч14813-Ајх!5 “suea 
MAN 'зејом MƏN :иопепјела [еиопеэпрэ “рә ‘әј | “M'A ш ,,/WAYSAS [00426 
DNGNg әҷі ш ошезвоја BUIOSUGD JO иоцепурлд,„, ‘пло ‘BLL `4 42261 "имолд 
ге ‘anbnqnq) чопепјелј шппэшпгу и! ѕ8шреәу “spa ‘Aamo “W'a рие 
зоре] `d и! „јароуџ иопепјела AdUedaDSIQ IL, ‘SNAOIg шүозүеүү шоу :әэлпос 
Japow иопепјела AduedasdsIq 5,5пл0Ја JO $)иәиойшоо) @-01 JUNO 


(гоџешлојлед рие рзерџеј5 
wesBoig гјоћзан = у џаеемдед) Аоџедело 0 = Q гоџешоед = d 
шебоза ејешшеј = | uosuedwog = 9 рлериез = $ 


258 


Curriculum Evaluation 259 


TABLE 10-1 Stages of Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation 


Model 
Stages Performance Standard 
1 Design _ Design Criteria 
2 Installation Installation Fidelity 
3 Processes Process Adjustment 
4 Products Product Assessment 
5 Cost Comparisons and Cost-Benefit 


Source: from Provus, “The Discrepancy Evaluation Model,” p. 
118; Provus, “Toward a State System of Evaluation.” Journal of Re- 
search and Development in Education (September 1971), p. 93. 


. Design. This involves a comparison of the 


program's design with a design standard ог 
criteria. The program is examined to deter- 
mine if it is internally sound (adequacy of 
space, personnel, resources, materials, etc.) 
and externally sound (comparisons with sim- 
ilar programs that seem to work). The initial 
problems of the program are identified. Any 
discrepancy that exists between the program 
design and design standard is reported to 
the decision maker who must decide 
whether the program should be rejected, 
modified, or accepted. 


. Installation. The actual operation of the pro- 


gram is compared with the installation stan- 
dard or fidelity criteria. The characteristics 
of the program are evaluated, including fa- 
cilities, media, methods, student abilities and 
staff qualifications. Discrepancies between 
program installation and installation criteria 
are noted and reported to the decision 
maker for appropriate action. 


. Processes. Specific program processes аге 


evaluated, including student and staff activi- 
ties, functions, and communications. If the 
processes are inadequate, they should be re- 
ported to the decision maker who should 
make the appropriate adjustments. 


. Products. The effect of the whole program is 


evaluated in terms of the original goals. The 
products to be assessed can be in terms of 
student and staff products, as well as prod- 
ucts related to the school and community. 
The information gained will assist decision 
makers about whether the program is worth- 
while and should be continued as is, mod- 
ified, or terminated. 


‚ Cost. The program products should be com- 


pared to products of similar programs; also, 
it should be evaluated in terms of cost-ben- 


efits. The methods of cost-benefit are not 
clearly explained. However, we must always 
ask whether the results are worth the cost— 
not only in terms of money but also morale 
and time taken away from other tasks. This 
answer has economic, social, and political im- 
plications. 


Provus claimed that his evaluation plan 
could be used to make evaluations of ongo- 
ing programs, in any stage, from the plan- 
ning stage to the implementation stage. It 
could be used at the school level, school dis- 
trict level, and regional or state level. 


Stake’s Congruence-Contingency Model. 


In his discussion of evaluation, Robert 
Stake distinguishes between formal and in- 
formal evaluation procedures. While recog- 
nizing that educational evaluation continues 
to depend on casual observation, implicit 
goals, intuitive norms, and subject judg- 
ment, he notes that educators should strive 
to establish more formal evaluation proce- 
dures. Formal procedures аге objective 
rather than subjective and aim at furnishing 
data so that descriptions can be made and 
judgments rendered regarding the pro- 
gram being evaluated.” 

Stake indicates that evaluation specialists 
seem to be, and rightly so, increasing their 
emphasis on providing full objective de- 
scriptions and on collecting and reporting 
hard data. Stake asks that evaluators collect 
and process more extensive types of data 
and that they consider the dynamics among 
the people involved in the curriculum proc- 
ess. Not only should evaluators assess the 
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roles various people play, but they should 
be sure to allow those people more extensive 
participation in judging programs. Stake 
further maintains that those involved in cur- 
riculum evaluation must make judgments in 
addition to reporting data; they should even 
take positions on the worth of the program 
being evaluated. Many evaluation specialists 
note that they are willing to let the local 
community make judgments about worth. 
Stake accepts that making judgments is 
difficult, but points out it is part of the pro- 
fessional role of the evaluator. 

Stake maintains that data can be organ- 
ized into three bodies of information: ante- 
cedents, transactions, and outcomes. An an- 
tecedent is any condition that exists prior to 
teaching and learning that may impact out- 
comes. Antecedents are such things as the 
status or characteristics of the students prior 
to their lessons: their aptitudes, previous 
achievement scores, psychological profile 
scores, grades, discipline, and attendance. 
Antecedents also include teacher character- 
istics such as years of experience, type of ed- 
ucation, and teacher behavior ratings. Ante- 
cedents are “entry behaviors,” sometimes 
described as “inputs” by other evaluators. 

Stake notes that transactions occur be- 
tween and among students and teachers, 
among students and students, and among 
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FIGURE 10-3 Congruence-Contingency Model. 


students and resource people. Transactions 
are interactions the students have with cer- 
tain curriculum materials and classroom en- 
vironments dealing with time allocation, 
space arrangements, and communication 
flow. Transactions comprise what is com- 
monly called the “process” of teaching and 
instruction. 

In our approach to evaluation, we have 
been concerned with outcomes, also called 
“products,” of programs—particularly achieve- 
ment, sometimes attitudes and motor skills. 
Evaluators also need to attend to such out- 
comes as the impact of a new program on 
teachers’ perceptions of their competence. 
They need to evaluate the influence of a pro- 
gram’s outcomes on ће actions of administra- 
tors. They also need to consider outcomes 
that are not directly evident at the conclusion 
ofa program. And they should attend tolong- 
range effects too. Stake contends that out- 
comes are the consequences of education— 
immediate and long-range, cognitive and 
conative, personal and community-wide.” 

Stake’s model for planning an evaluation 
study provides an organizational framework 
that points out data to be considered and 
contrasts what is planned and what has 
occurred. This model arranges the three 
types of data into a matrix. Figure 10-3 
shows the matrix. The model shows the an- 


Observed 

antecedents 
Empirical 
contingency 


transactions 


Empirical contingency 


outcomes 


Source: from Robert Е. Stake, “Language, Rationality, and Assessment,” іп W.H. 
Beatty, ed., Improving Educational Assessment and an Inventory of Measures of 
Affective Behavior (Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 1969), p. 20. Used with permission. 


tecedents, transactions, and outcomes—the 
elements of evaluation—both intended and 
observed. The evaluator collects various 
judgments from different parties, students, 
teachers, support staff—and community 
members—and makes descriptions to fill in 
the matrix. The challenge to the evaluator is 
to identify contingencies, and later congru- 
encies, among these antecedents, transac- 
tions and outcomes. Contingencies are the re- 
lationships among the variables in the three 
categories: antecedents, transactions, and 
outcomes. Ideally, it should be demon- 
strated that the outcomes are a result of an- 
tecedents and transactions. If it can be 
shown that transactions are related to prior 
antecedents, then the transactions are logic- 
ally contingent on the antecedents. Simi- 
larly, the outcomes should be logically con- 
tingent from the transactions. In short, one 
category is expected to lead to observable 
and/or measurable variables in another cate- 
gory. The evaluator is challenged to identify 
the outcomes that are contingent upon par- 
ticular antecedent phenomena occurring in 
specific transactions. 

The model shows that the evaluator is 
also concerned with congruence between the 
intended and the observed outcomes. In 
dealing with congruency, he or she strives to 
match what is intended and what is ob- 
served. Did what was intended actually hap- 
pen? To be completely congruent, all of the 
intended antecedents, transactions, and out- 
comes would have to occur. 


Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process, 
Product Model. 


Perhaps the most important contribution 
to а decision-management-oriented ap- 
proach to educational evaluation has been 
that presented by Daniel Stufflebeam.* His 
approach to evaluation is recognized as the 
CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) 
Model. This comprehensive model consid- 
ers evaluation to be a continuing process. 
The general logic behind it is depicted in 
Figure 10-4. 

The influence on decisions of manage- 
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ment operations relating to the curriculum 
is evaluated; these decisions in turn impact 
on program activities or operations, which in 
turn are evaluated. This is a continuous proc- 
ess. The loops at the bottom of the figure 
show that the evaluation process includes 
three steps—delineating the information nec- 
essary for collection, obtaining the informa- 
tion, and providing the information to inter- 
ested parties. Any evaluation study must 
include these three steps. 

Stufflebeam and members of the Phi 
Delta Kappa National Study Committee on 
Evaluation noted that four types of deci- 
sions are required in evaluation efforts: (1) 
planning decisions, (2) structuring deci- 
sions, (3) implementing decisions, and (4) 
recycling decisions. Corresponding to these 
decision types are four types of evaluation: 
(1) context, (2) input, (3) process, and (4) 
product. Figure 10-5 shows these types of 
evaluation in relation to the four decision 
types.” 


Context Evaluation. Context evaluation 
involves studying the environment in which 
the program is run. Stufflebeam maintains 
that “context evaluation is the most basic 
type. Its purpose is to provide a rationale 
for determination of objectives.” It defines 
the relevant environment, portrays the de- 
sired and actual conditions pertaining to 
that environment, focuses on unmet needs 
and missed opportunities, and diagnoses 
the reason for unmet needs. Context evalu- 
ation is really a “situation analysis”—a read- 
ing of the reality in which individuals find 
themselves and an assessment of that reality 
in light of what they want to do. The diag- 
nosis stage provides the basis for developing 
objectives. 

Context evaluation is not a one-time ac- 
tivity. It continues to furnish baseline infor- 
mation regarding the operations and ac- 
complishments of the total system. 


Input Evaluation. The second stage of 
the model, input evaluation, is designed “to 
provide information for determining how 
to utilize resources to meet program goals.”” 
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FIGURE 10-4 The Relation of Evaluation to Decision Making. 
Source: from Daniel L. Stufflebeam, Educational Evaluation and Decision Making 
(Itasca, IIl.: Peacock, 1971), р. 134. 
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Making (Itasca, IIl.: Peacock, 
1971), p. 135. 
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Input evaluators assess the school’s capa- 
bilities to carry out the task of evaluation; 
they consider the strategies suggested for 
achieving program goals, and they identify 
the means by which a selected strategy will 
be implemented. At this stage, they evaluate 
alternative designs in terms of how they will 
contribute to the attainment of objectives 
stated and in terms of their demands upon 
resources, time, and budget. They consider 
them in light of the procedural feasibility. 

In contrast to context evaluation, input 
evaluation is ad hoc and microanalytic 
rather than systematic and macroanalytic. It 
is placed into action in light of the conclu- 
sions reached from context evaluation. It 
evaluates specific aspects of the curriculum 
plan or specific components of the curricu- 
lum plan. Input evaluation asks many ques- 
tions: Are the objectives stated appropri- 
ately? Are the objectives congruent with the 
stated aims and goals of the school? Is the 
content congruent with the aims, goals, and 
objectives of the program? Are the instruc- 
tional strategies appropriate? Do other 
strategies exist that can also help meet the 
objectives? What is the basis for believing 
that using these contents and these instruc- 
tional strategies will enable educators to suc- 
cessfully attain their objectives? 

This stage of evaluation can range from 
being easy and simple to being complicated 
and difficult. The actual complexity de- 
pends in part on the magnitude of the cur- 
riculum evaluation effort. If a school is talk- 
ing only about creating a new course, then 
this stage would be rather simple and in- 
volve few people. But, if it is undertaking a 
total revision of a K-12 program, then the 
procedure would be quite complex. 


Process Evaluation. This stage ad- 
dresses curriculum implementation deci- 
sions that control and manage the plan or 
program. It is used to determine the con- 
gruency between the planned and actual ac- 
tivities. Stufflebeam has presented three 
main strategies for process evaluation: “The 
first is to detect or predict defects in the pro- 
cedural design or its implementation during 
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the diffusion stages, the second is to provide 
information for programmed decisions, and 
the third is to maintain a record of proce- 
dures as they occur.” 

In dealing with plan or program defects, 
or the first strategy, it is important for edu- 
cators to identify and monitor continually 
the potential sources of the project’s failure. 
They must pay attention to the logistics of 
the entire operation, and they must main- 
tain communication channels among all af- 
fected parties. They must also consider the 
adequacy of the resources, the physical facil- 
ities, the staff's preparation, and the time 
schedule. 

The second strategy “involves projecting 
and servicing preprogrammed decisions to 
be made by project managers during the im- 
plementation of a project.™ In this step, 
evaluators might make decisions regarding 
test development prior to the actual imple- 
mentation of the program. Some decisions 
may require that certain in-service activities 
be planned and carried out before the pro- 
gram’s actual implementation. 

The third strategy addresses the main 
feature of the project design—for example, 
the particular content selected, the instruc- 
tional strategies planned, or the time allot- 
ted in the plan for such activities. 

Process evaluation, which includes the 
three strategies, occurs during the imple- 
mentation stage of curriculum develop- 
ment. It is a piloting process conducted to 
“debug” the program before district-wide 
implementation. From such evaluation, 
project decision makers obtain information 
they need to anticipate and overcome proce- 
dural difficulties and to make prepro- 
grammed decisions. 


Product Evaluation. Product evaluators 
gather data to determine whether the final 
curriculum product now in use is accom- 
plishing what they had hoped. To what 
extent are the objectives created being at- 
tained? Product evaluation provides evalua- 
tors with information that will enable them 
to decide whether to continue, terminate, or 
modify the new curriculum. It allows them 
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to link actions at this stage of the model to 
other stages of the total change process. For 
example, a product evaluation might fur- 
nish data that shows that the science curric- 
ulum planned for talented science students 
has successfully allowed students to attain 
the program objectives. The program is 
now ready to be implemented in other 
schools in the system in which such students 
exist. 

As noted previously, Stufflebeam relates 
evaluation to a decision-making process. He 
has outlined the objectives, the methods, 
and the relation of each type of evaluation 
to decision making in the change process. 


Stufflebeam’s Macro (Total) Evaluation 
Model. 


Stufflebeam has proposed a total evalua- 
tive program, which is presented in Table 
10-2. The model provides for systematic 
context, input, process, and product evalua- 
tion.” 

We have already discussed the four types 
of evaluation shown in the model. But the 
model also shows four types of decisions (in 
the hexagons): planning, structuring, im- 
plementing, and recycling. Figure 10-6 
shows that (1) planning decisions are en- 
acted after context evaluation; (2) structur- 
ing decisions are initiated after input evalu- 
ation; (3) implementation decisions follow 
process evaluation; and (4) recycling deci- 
sions are made after product evaluation. 

Stufflebeam and his associates note that 
decision making occurs in four different set- 
tings: (1) small change with high informa- 
tion; (2) small change with low information; 
(3) large change with high information; and 
(4) large change with low information. 

The different settings in which decisions 
can be made generate four types of change 
activity: 


1. Neomobilistic change occurs when someone at- 
tempts to make a large change on the basis of 
low information. In such a case, an innova- 
tion is being attempted with little evidence 
that the change will work. 


2, Incremental change refers to a series of small 
changes also based on low information. 

3. Homeostatic change, the most common in edu- 
cation, is a small change that is based on 
much information. 

4. Metamorphic change is great change sup- 
ported by much information. It is so rare 
tha: Stufflebeam did not include it in his 
CIPP model. 


The CIPP model, which depicts a com- 
prehensive view of the evaluation process, 
can show the entire process of program de- 
sign, development, implementation, and 
evaluation. For this reason, it perhaps has 
implications for wider use than just evalua- 
tion. It is, however, rarely examined in basic 
curriculum texts, probably because it is 
somewhat complicated. 


Eisner’s Connoisseurship Evaluation 
Model. 


The previous models draw heavily on the 
quantitative, technical posture of evalua- 
tion. Elliot Eisner has recommended a proc- 
ess, called educational criticism and connois- 
seurship, that will supposedly produce more 
than hard data and outcomes. It will furnish 
a rich or qualitative description of educa- 
tional life as a consequence of new pro- 
grams.” Eisner notes that to employ the 
procedure of educational criticism, evalua- 
tors should ask such questions as “What has 
occurred during the school year at a partic- 
ular school as a result of the new program? 
What were the key events? How did such 
events arise? How did students and teachers 
participate in these events? What were the 
reactions of the participants to these events? 
How might the events have been made even 
more effective? Just what do the students 
learn from experiencing the new program? 
These questions focus on process, on school 
life, and on school quality. They differ in 
kind from questions raised in the quantita- 
tive camp. 

Eisner’s case for educational criticism and 
connoisseurship draws heavily from the 
arts. Eisner states that if an individual is to 
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TABLE 10-2 Four Types of Evaluation: Context, Input, Process, and Product 


Context Evaluation 


Input Evaluation 


Process Evaluation 


Product Evaluation 


Objective To define the existing 
context, to determine 
the needs and 
opportunities present, 
and to diagnose the 
problems underlying the 
needs. 


Method Describing the context, 
comparing the actual 
and intended inputs and 
outputs, gathering data 
to compare probable 
and possible system 
performance, and 
determining why certain 
deficiencies exist. 


Relation to 


Used to decide the setting 
Decision Making 


to be served, the goals 
to be addressed, and the 
particular objectives to 
be considered. 


To identify and assess the 
school system's 
capabilities, the presence 
of input strategies, and 
the various designs for 
implementing strategies. 


Describing and analyzing 
available human and 
material resources, 
solution strategies, and 
systems designs in light 
of the course of action 
being suggested. 


Used to decide what 
sources of support are 
required, what solution 
strategies are 
appropriate, and what 
procedural designs can 
be employed to initiate 
the program change 
desired. 


To identify or predict, in 
process, defects in the 
procedural design or in 
the implementation 
plan; to maintain 


account of actions taken. 


Monitoring the actual 
implementation of the 
plan with its related 
activities to determine 
potential procedural 
barriers; gathering 
information to describe 
the actual procedures 
employed. 


Used to make decisions 
regarding implementing 
and refining the 
program. 


To gather and 
communicate 
information regarding 
outcome information 
about objectives achieved 
and content covered; to 
relate findings to the 
previous three stages of 
evaluation. 

Defining operationally and 
measuring criteria 
associated with the 
objectives; comparing the 
results exhibited with 
predetermined 
standards; interpreting 
the overall results 
relative to the previous 
three evaluations. 

Used to gather information 
to determine whether to 
continue, terminate, or 
modify the program. 


Source: from Daniel L. Stufflebeam, “The CIPP Model,” in G. D. Borich and R. P. Jamelka, Programs and Systems: An Evaluation Perspective (Orlando, 


Fla.: Academic Press, 1982) р. 11. 
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FIGURE 10-6 Ап Evaluation Model. 


Source: from Daniel L. Stufflebeam, Educational Evaluation and Decision Making 


(Itasca, Ill.: Peacock, 1971), р. 140. 


be an illuminating critic of painting, opera, 
theater, film, or even wine, he or she must 
first be a connoisseur—that is, he or she 
must possess a great deal of knowledge 
about and experience with the type of phe- 
nomenon he or she is to criticize. A good 
critic has an awareness and appreciation of 
the subtle qualities of the situation; he or 
she can detect and write about the nuances 
of the situation in ways that help others to 
become more aware of the phenomenon 
under consideration. 

Eisner points out that educational con- 
noisseurship is “the art of appreciating the 
educationally significant.”" But such appre- 
ciation is made public through criticism— 
the description, interpretation, and assess- 
ment of the situation. In discussing his 


approach to evaluation, Eisner relies on ref- 
erential adequacy and structural corrobora- 
tion instead of scientific validity. Referential 
adequacy requires the critic to check that crit- 
ical observation and interpretations are em- 
pirically grounded. ‘The reader is allowed to 
experience the evaluated phenomenon їп а 
new and better way. Eisner defines structural 
corroboration as continuous inquiry about 
whether the various parts of the criticism fit 
together as a consistent whole. 

Eisner would have the evaluator engaged 
in such qualitative activities as being partici- 
pant classroom observers and asking many 
questions about the quality of the school and 
the curriculum. Ап evaluator following 
Eisner’s model would also engage in a de- 
tailed analysis of pupils’ work. He or she 


would use films, videotapes, photographs, 
and audio tapes of both teachers and stu- 
dents in action; he or she would also note 
what is done, what is said, and, perhaps 
more importantly, what is not done and not 
said. The evaluator would strive to describe 
the “tone” of the curriculum in action. 

Eisner makes the point that evaluation 
should allow for some form of communica- 
tion to some public—parent, school board, 
local or state agency—about what has been 
and is occurring in the school. The evalua- 
tor presents or describes the educational 
scene. To some extent, such evaluation 
takes on a subjective and aesthetic ap- 
proach; for this reason, it is considered con- 
troversial by those who believe in objective 
and scientific documentation. Finally, the 
Connoisseurship Model has many charac- 
teristics of what is sometimes called Respon- 
sive Evaluation. 


Stake’s Responsive Evaluation Model. 


Responsive evaluation is a term popular- 
ized by Robert Stake, and is more concerned 
with evaluating curriculum or program 
activities and processes than intents or out- 
comes; it relies more on informal and natu- 
ral communication than formal апа stan- 
dard communication.” Like with the Eisner 
evaluation model, the Responsive approach 
is more concerned with the “portrayal” of 
the program than standardized data, test 
scores, and goals—what some people might 
label as methodological or objective data. 
Responsive evaluation requires planning 
and development, but it relies less on formal 
statements and research-oriented informa- 
tion than do technical-scientific models of 
evaluation. Using the responsive approach, 
the evaluator tells the story of the program, 
presents its features, describes the clients 
and personnel, identifies major issues and 
problems, and reports the accomplish- 
ments. The evaluator assumes the posture 
of a critic reviewing a play or a painter de- 
picting a landscape scene. 

To conduct responsive evaluation, Stake 
maintains that the evaluator develop a plan 
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which deals with the scope and activities of 
the program. He or she must arrange for 
people to make observations, prepare nar- 
ratives and portrayals, and provide product 
displays. Because all of us have particular bi- 
ases, the various audiences of the report 
must be identified; their feelings and ex- 
pressions of what is worthwhile and impor- 
tant should be considered. The data re- 
ported must be analyzed in terms of the 
audience's biases, and they (as well as per- 
sonnel of the program) must have a chance 
to react to the findings. To perform this 
task, the evaluator will probe and ask ques- 
tions. Various participants and audiences 
may become defensive and seek to avoid or 
confront the evaluator. However, important 
questions about quality must be examined 
and processed. 

Stake outlines the steps of responsive 
evaluation as applied to evaluating a curric- 
ulum. (Nine steps are listed; number four is 
the authors’ based on interpretation of the 
entire model.) 


1. Negotiate a framework for evaluation with 
the sponsors. 

2. Elicit topics, issues, and/or questions of con- 
cern from the sponsors. 

3. Formulate questions for guiding the evalua- 
tion. 

4. Identify the scope and activities of the cur- 
riculum; identify the needs of clients and 
personnel. 

5. Observe, interview, prepare logs and case 
studies, etc. 

6. Pare down the information; identify the ma- 
jor issues or questions. 

7. Present initial findings in a tentative report. 

8. Analyze reactions and investigate predomi- 
nant concerns more fully. 

9. Look for conflicting evidence that would in- 
validate findings, as well as collaborative evi- 
dence that would support findings. 

10. Report the results.” 


Many of these steps are related to goal- 
free evaluation which is concerned with the 
biases of evaluation. In goal-free evaluation, 
the evaluator is expected to be objective, not 
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influenced by the goals or objectives of the 
program or the values of the program de- 
veloper or sponsors.” 


PRACTICES OF EVALUATION 


The previous models involve a variety of 
practices. Although there is some disagree- 
ment about the precise steps that evaluation 
would take, some notion of how to proceed 
through the evaluation process is useful. 
Presented next are phases of evaluation that 
educators can follow. These steps draw 
heavily from the technical-scientific ap- 
proach to curriculum. But, even a humanis- 
tic approach to evaluation, such as Eisner’s, 
or Stake’s, would have to focus on the cur- 
ricular phenomena being evaluated. Evalu- 
ators would also need some means, whether 
objective or subjective, of collecting the in- 
formation. 


Phases of Evaluation. 


As just mentioned, to carry out an evalua- 
tion, an evaluator must have a plan of ac- 
tion. Much has been written on what steps 
are necessary to accomplish this. The fol- 
lowing steps seem to be common to most 
evaluators’ discussions: 


1. Focusing on the Curricular Phenomena to be 
Evaluated. In this step, evaluators determine 
just what they are going to evaluate and also 
what design they will use. They determine 
the focus of the evaluation: Will it be the to- 
tal school system or a particular school? Will 
it be one particular subject area or grade 
level within that school? 

In this connection, evaluators spell out the 
objectives of their evaluation activity and 
identify the constraints and policies under 
which the evaluation will be conducted. 
They identify the level of decision making 
necessary to carry out the evaluation as well 
as a target date or schedule for the various 
aspects of the evaluation. They also identify 
criteria for determining alternative decisions 
and action paths, and for assessing the re- 
sults of the curriculum components. 


2. Collecting the Information. In this step, evalua- 


tors identify the sources of information es- 
sential for consideration and also the means 
they can use to collect that information, 
They also map out stages for collecting the 
information in terms of their time schedule, 

3. Organizing the Information. Here evaluators 
organize the information so that it becomes 
interpretable and usable to the final in- 
tended audience. They note means of cod- 
ing, organizing, storing, and retrieving the 
information. 

4. Analyzing the Information. At this stage, evalu- 
ators select and employ appropriate analysis 
techniques. The specific techniques they 
choose depend on the focus of the evalua- 
tion. 

5. Reporting the Information. Here evaluators de- 
cide the nature of the reporting, keeping in 
mind the audience for the report. They 
might engage in an informal reporting such 
as giving opinions and making judgments 
based on general perceptions. They might, 
however, decide that their evaluation should 
more rigorously collect, treat, and report the 
data. The final report would have detailed 
statistical data.” 

6. Recycling the Information. The need for cur- 
rent information involves continuous reeval- 
uation and reassessment—a continuous at- 
tempt to improve the curriculum. Even if the 
curriculum appears to be viable, continuous 
feedback, modifications, and adjustments 
are necessary because forces impacting on 
the schools are always changing. 


In relaying information to the intended 
audience, the evaluators need to do more 
than just report—that is, tell the results. 
They should also relay their interpretations 
of the data, drawing from the analysis stage, 
and their recommendations for action. 
Sometimes the evaluators themselves are 
the audience. If so, they need to determine 
just how they will use the information and 
the results they gathered. They need, to 
make judgments. If they have been working 
for those responsible for the overall curricu- 
lum-development and evaluation effort, 
then they may just submit their recommen- 
dations to the curriculum decision makers 
to do with as they wish. Sometimes, evalua- 
tors are also charged with ensuring that 


their recommendations are carried out. 
This is especially true when the evaluators 
are working directly for the central office. 
In such instances, evaluators may indicate 
means by which their recommendations can 
be accomplished. 

Of course some person or persons must 
be in charge of these phases of evaluation. 
Schedules and budgets have to be deter- 
mined. Ideally, the management aspects of 
evaluation should be carefully planned at 
the outset of the evaluation effort, whereby 
various stages of evaluation are outlined 
with timetables, divisions of labor (people 
assigned to tasks), and cost allocations per 
task and then totaled. 


METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 
OF EVALUATION 


A diversity of views characterizes discus- 
sions about what evaluation is and to what 
purpose it should be put. Part of the reason 
for such diversity of opinion is that people 
often bring to the evaluation process differ- 
ent purposes—that is, they wish to employ 
evaluation to satisfy different needs. They 
argue, for example, over how much control 
is necessary in evaluation; they disagree 
about the definition of evaluation; and they 
debate the appropriateness of various 
sampling techniques. Evaluators may even 
contest what the issues confronting the field 
are. Mindful of this, we present the follow- 
ing issues as representative of the field of 
evaluation. 


The Nature and Form of Objectives. 


A common focus of evaluation has been 
to determine the extent to which objectives 
have been achieved. In this context, evalua- 
tors must first make clear what they mean by 
objectives. Perhaps during the last fifteen 
years, one issue in curriculum which has re- 
ceived much attention has been the value of 
and the appropriate form for objectives.” 
Part of the reason for such continued inter- 
est in objectives is philosophical. Behavior- 
ists believe that an objective must specify the 
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exact behavior that the learner will display 
as a consequence of experiencing the curric- 
ulum. At the other extreme are individuals 
who state that the curriculum must have a 
humanistic bent and, therefore, that objec- 
tives must “evolve” from the experiences of 
individuals. Each student has the responsi- 
bility of forming his or her own objectives. 

Although a particular behavior can spec- 
ify that an objective has been attained, the 
behavior can denote covert as well as overt 
action. Some curriculum specialists have 
noted that an objective really should show 
the educational intent rather than indicate 
realization of the intent.** These educators 
maintain that when creating objectives, 
evaluators should also consider why they 
want students to perform these actions. 
Having a student run a mile in eight min- 
utes indicates a behavior (run), a situation (a 
mile), and even the criterion of perform- 
ance (eight minutes). But the objective does 
not indicate why they would want a person to 
run a mile in the first place, much less in 
eight minutes. 

Part of the problem of determining just 
what objectives are or should be and how to 
write them is that groups do not always con- 
sider sufficiently the many purposes of ob- 
jectives. Objectives also can be listed at 
several levels. Curriculum objectives, for ex- 
ample, can be written to communicate gen- 
eral direction for the entire curriculum or 
for only the grade or subject level. Also they 
can be more specific—designed to guide the 
selection of particular contents and instruc- 
tional experiences at a unit or lesson-plan 
level. 

It is likely that discussion will continue to 
center.on objectives. But few persons would 
accept that objectives should not be used at 
all. Most consider them to be valuable 
guides for curriculum planners and evalua- 
tors. How specific someone is in forming ob- 
jectives is impacted by his or her curriculum 
orientations and philosophical views. Objec- 
tives, however formed, give evaluators a 
“view” of just where they think they are 
going—which will help them realize when 
they have “arrived.” 
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Measurement of Student Exit 
Requirements. 


Evaluators need to measure how students 
are performing at the conclusion of the pro- 
gram. But some evaluators distinguish be- 
tween evaluating the program and evaluating 
the students. Program evaluation centers on 
instructional outcomes in the program and 
determines whether these outcomes are the 
result of groups of students’ experiencing 
the program. The thrust of such evaluation 
is on the program. It assesses the worth of 
the program and holds those who deliver it 
accountable. 

Student evaluation, in contrast, involves 
gathering data about students’ perform- 
ances to decide whether they are qualified 
for course completion or, for that matter, 
for graduation. The burden of responsibil- 
ity shifts to the individual student. If evalua- 
tors take this stand, they really have no 
reason to modify the program or to hold 
teachers accountable. The student failed, 
not the program. Who an evaluator holds 
accountable, of course, can generate a good 
deal of conflict; it often reflects the individu- 
als philosophical апа political views of 
schools and society.” 


Intended Outcomes versus Goal-Free 
Evaluation. 


Mauritz Johnson, who states that curricu- 
lum is a series of intended learning out- 
comes, argues that evaluators should indi- 
cate at the outset just what they want their 
program to accomplish in order to deter- 
mine how to evaluate it. Tyler has also, on 
occasion, told educators that they must 
define the objectives of a program and to in- 
dicate the situations in which students 
would be given the opportunity to accom- 
plish the objectives. Most evaluators favor 
using objectives for this purpose. 

This seems logical, especially if evalua- 
tion is considered purposeful Ђећамог— 
actions meant to determine the worth of the 
curriculum, or whether the curriculum al- 
lowed students to attain the objectives 


stated. But for many years Scriven has been 
advocating a “goal-free” approach to evalu- 
ation.” Scriven argues that sometimes peo- 
ple wish to engage in evaluation just to 
examine the effects of an educational inno- 
vation and to judge the quality of the effects 
produced. He calls such evaluation goal- 
free evaluation; its purpose is to determine 
the actual effects of the program by record- 
ing and interpreting what occurred during 
and as a result of the program. 

Taking this approach, an evaluator does 
not confine his or her energies to the stated 
objectives of the new program, but instead 
gathers data to assess and evaluate the 
outcomes—whatever they may be. The edu- 
cator employs a wide variety of measures to 
do this. He or she uses both quantitative and 
qualitative measures to get a “picture” of the 
program in action and also a “reading” of 
what has happened to students from having 
experienced the program. The evaluator 
might focus his or her attention on both the 
teachers and the community to see what re- 
sulted from the implementation of the new 
curriculum. 

It is also noted that evaluating programs 
based on program goals may be mislead- 
ing.” Goals are often more political than ed- 
ucational in character. Frequently they are 
so vague that they are not useful: They mis- 
represent the curriculum. If educators em- 
ploy goal-free evaluation and, along with 
their quantitative measures, use ethno- 
graphic techniques, they may get a more ac- 
curate picture of both the intended and the 
unexpected results of how the curriculum 
functions. The trouble is, many educators 
are not goal-free; they are compelled by 
strong views about schools and society—and 
have already made up their minds about the 
worth of certain programs and curriculum 
before the outcomes are known." 


Norm-Referenced and Criterion- 
Referenced Measurement. 


Most evaluations of the curriculum 1“ 
volve achievement testing. Many norm- 


reference tests, sometimes called standard- 
ized tests, have been created to discriminate 
among individual students. Although test- 
ing such discrimination is important in cer- 
tain situations, testing discrimination among 
curricula is necessary as well. 

Two basic approaches to testing domi- 
nate curriculum evaluation. Norm-refer- 
enced measurement is the most common. In 
this approach, the student’s performance on 
a particular test is compared with the per- 
formance of other students who also took 
the same test—the norming group. 

Standardized achievement tests, probably 
the most well-known norm-referenced tests, 
identify persons of varying ability. They 
have, however, questionable value for mea- 
suring the quality of a curriculum. They do 
not, for instance, address the goals or con- 
tent of a particular curriculum; rather, they 
produce scores that are fairly global in na- 
ture, such as for “reading comprehension” 
and “math computation.” They are also 
not designed for a particular audience or 
for target students. What they do measure is 
what a student knows in relation to other 
students at a given time. In addition, despite 
their limitations, standardized tests are of- 
ten administered to determine the success 
of the curriculum in place or a new curricu- 
lum. 

The alternative to the norm-referenced 
test is the criterion-referenced test. Crite- 
rion-referenced tests report how a student 
stands with respect to some fixed criterion. 
Such tests indicate a learner's status with re- 
spect to a learning task that can be stated in 
some specific educational objective, such as 
ability to identify particular examples of cer- 
tain concepts or ability to multiply two-digit 
numbers.*’ With the criterion test, a student 
is given a score that indicates either mastery 
or nonmastery of each objective. There may 
be a total score for the test, but the global 
Score is not really of interest. 

Criterion-referenced tests indicate what 
the students can and cannot do with regard 
to specific content, skills, and attitudes. In 
effect, they indicate changes in learning 
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over time, compared to normative tests that 
measure learning at a specific time. The stu- 
dent has either learned or not learned to do 
something, understands or does not under- 
stand something, or shows progress in un- 
derstanding something as a result of exper- 
iencing the curriculum. 

Criterion-referenced tests focus on the 
specific tasks and competencies that have 
been stressed in a particular curriculum. Be- 
cause these tests are curriculum-specific, 
they have special value to those who wish to 
evaluate a new curriculum in their school 
district. Evaluators can use such tests to 
gather data that will enable educators to de- 
termine what has been taught and the over- 
all effectiveness of the curriculum. 

In addition to showing the overall success 
of the curriculum, criterion-referenced tests 
can also reveal whether a student has mas- 
tered particular material. Thus, these tests 
can be used for student evaluation as well as 
program evaluation.“ Educators can use the 
results of such tests to determine what 
specific “remedies” are necessary for partic- 
ular students. Also, test results can be em- 
ployed to indicate that students are ready to 
proceed to other stages in the curriculum. 

Even though the criterion-referenced 
test enables educators to correct some of the 
“shortcomings” of the norm-referenced 
test, it does have some problems or disad- 
vantages of which educators should be 
aware. One is that they address specific ob- 
jectives. A great number of such tests—up 
to ten or fifteen—are thus necessary to get a 
thorough picture of the curriculum." Sec- 
ond, it is not easy to determine the stan- 
dards for acceptable performance that crite- 
rion test items are supposed to measure. 
Just what is the cut-off score for mastery of 
an objective? However, educators usually 
get around this difficulty by setting the cut- 
ting score arbitrarily—for instance, they 
may require the student to get three out of 
four correct. But, is three out of four really 
mastery? 

Table 10-3 presents a comparison of 
these two types of tests. The comparison in- 
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TABLE 10-3 Comparison of Norm-Referenced and Criterion-Referenced Measurement 


Norm-Referenced 
Measurement 


Criterion-Referenced 
Measurement 


1. The main function of norm-referenced 1. 
measurement is to ascertain the 
student's relative position within a 
normative group. 

2. Either general or conceptual outcomes 2. 
(usually done) or precise objectives may 
be specified when constructing norm- 
referenced measurement. 


3. The criterion for mastery is not usually 3. 
specified when using norm-referenced 
measurement. 

4. Test items for norm-referenced 4. 


measurement are constructed to 
discriminate among students. 


5. Variability of scores is desirable as an aid 5. 
to meaningful interpretation, 


6. The test results from norm-referenced 6. 
measurement are amenable to 
transportation to the traditional grading 
system (A, В, С, D, F). 


The main function of criterion-referenced 
measurement is to assess whether the 
student has mastered a specific criterion 
or performance standard. 

Complete behavioral objectives (i.e., plan- 
ning objectives) are specified when 
constructing criterion-referenced 
measurement. 

The criterion for mastery must be stated 
(ie., planning objectives) for use in 
criterion-referenced measurement. 

Test items for criterion-referenced 
measurement are constructed to 
measure a predetermined level of 
proficiency. 

i is irrelevant; it is not a 
necessary condition for a satisfactory 
criterion-referenced measurement. 

The test results from criterion-referenced 
measurement suggest the use of a 
binary system (i.e., satisfactory- 
unsatisfactory; pass-fail). However, 
criterion-referenced measurement test 
results can be transposed into the 
traditional grading system by following 
a set of specifically constructed rules. 


Source: from Mary-Jeanette Smythe, Robert J. Kibler, and Patricia W. Hutchings, "А Comparison of 
Norm-Referenced and Criterion-Referenced Measurement with Implications for Communication 
Instruction,” Speech Teacher (January 1973), p. 4. Reprinted by permission. 


dicates the functions, advantages, and dis- 
advantages of both tests. 


Evaluation Standards. 


Evaluation is concerned with making 
judgments—determining what is valuable 
and assessing how well students and others 
have done. Making judgments requires hay- 
ing a clear set of standards as to what is suc- 
cess. Standards imply value structures, how- 
ever, a value structure may be unclear. 
Determining criteria for success—criteria 
on which to build standards—is difficult if 
mastery levels for those criteria are vague. 
Also, in a pluralistic society such as ours, 
multiple values exist. The question often is 
whose values or standards to apply. 

What often happens is that the criteria of 
success are derived from evaluating what 


most people or students are doing or know 
and attempting to get the target group of 
students to do the same or better. This is 
the approach when using norm-referenced 
tests. Educators judge how well their stu- 
dents are doing in relation to the norm 
group. But, the norm group only indicates 
what is; it does not report what could be. In 
а sense, what could be can only be answered 
by philosophical reflection. 

Robert Zais has discussed four standards 
for evaluation that we can consider—ab- 
solute maximum standard, absolute mini- 
mum standard, relative standard, and mul- 
tiple standard.® The absolute maximum 
standard, set arbitrarily, is only obtainable by 
a few students. For example, 90 to 100 рег- 
cent performance may represent excellence 
in achievement. Theoretically, all normal 


students with appropriate effort can attain 
this standard, but in reality few do. 

The absolute minimum standard, also set ar- 
bitrarily, represents a point that ensures 
success for virtually all students experienc- 
ing the curriculum, This standard is used in 
programs that emphasize minimum compe- 
tency. Such a standard may be most valuable 
in situations in which basic skills are being 
taught. 

The relative standard employs the concept 
of “normal curve.” In using this standard, 
curriculum evaluation compares the per- 
formance of each student to the perform- 
ance of other group members. The group's 
mean performance is appraised. Using this 
standard encourages competition among 
students and assumes that all students can 
compete equally. 

The multiple standard measures the 
growth of each student during the program. 
This standard provides data on each indi- 
vidual’s actual performance at the pro- 
gram’s outset and at the point of evaluation. 
Also, the teacher gains information that 
allows him or her to plot each student in re- 
lation to other students. This standard ad- 
dresses individuals’ idiosyncrasies. How- 
ever, it is virtually impossible to measure the 
legions of students’ traits or behaviors at 
program implementation for the purpose of 
obtaining base-line data. Also such gather- 
ing of data would take an inordinate 
amount of time. Sometimes educators use 
this standard in situations that stress highly 
restricted training. 


ROLES PLAYED IN EVALUATION 


Over two decades ago, Hilda Taba main- 
tained that evaluation is a cooperative activ- 
ity. This cooperation is as necessary to the 
process of evaluation as it is to the various 
activities of the total curriculum.” It is nec- 
essary in forming the overall evaluation 
plan, in selecting the instruments and evalu- 
ation model to be applied, and in carrying 
out all stages of evaluation from formulat- 
ing objectives to writing the report. 
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In a school-wide evaluation effort, teach- 
ers, administrators, and evaluators need to 
cooperate to determine what is necessary to 
make judgments regarding the curriculum. 
They need to coordinate the gathering and 
formating of data. Evaluation decisions are 
not made by one teacher or one administra- 
tor in isolation, and they are not made about 
only one aspect of the curriculum. Usually, 
such decisions relate to the entire curricu- 
lum and all the people responsible for deliv- 
ering it, including teachers and administra- 
tors. 

Taba indicated that perhaps the best rea- 
son for cooperative evaluation of the curric- 
ulum is that such a “collective” effort allows 
all involved to get a total curriculum picture. 
For example, teachers can work together to 
provide evidence of the effects of the curric- 
ulum on various types of students. If they 
work alone, teachers only realize how the 
program worked with their own students. If 
they collaborate, they can ascertain the pro- 
gram’s effectiveness with all types of stu- 
dents. 


The Evaluator. 


Cooperation among all parties engaged 
in curriculum development and delivery is 
necessary. Even though various people can 
play particular roles in an overall evalua- 
tion, it is wise to have one person in charge. 
This person—the evaluator—works closely 
with the central school office, which admin- 
isters the curriculum. 

The evaluator can be a member of the 
school system. There are several advantages 
to this; the person knows the system and its 
goals. It is usually less expensive to conduct 
an evaluation if the evaluator is already on 
the school payroll. Because the person 15 an 
insider, the results of his or her evaluation 
may be accepted more easily. However, 
there are also disadvantages to having an 
insider as the key evaluator. An insider may 
not be willing to issue an evaluation report 
that is critical of the system. He or she may 
also have too many other responsibilities to 
be able to undertake a major evaluation ef- 


274 Curriculum Evaluation 


fort. Furthermore, his or her expertise 
might not be considered to be at the same 
level as that of an “outside expert.” 

The evaluator, or one of the agents of the 
evaluation team, is usually an observer. He 
or she designs the means of gathering data 
so that knowledge can be supplied to deci- 
sion makers. Note that the evaluator does 
not supply the values with which the data 
gathered will be used; rather he or she helps 
the decision maker to clarify his or her 
values so that they can be addressed." 

In theory the evaluator serves as the eyes 
and the ears of the decision maker. In this 
role, he or she furnishes data gathered from 
observations about how the curriculum is 
functioning in the school. It is up to the cur- 
riculum coordinators, curriculum advisory 
committees, and the teachers to take the 
data gathered, to judge their value, and to 
then act upon them. The evaluator is essen- 
tially a support person to the curriculum- 
development and implementation efforts.” 


Teachers. 


Teachers are perhaps the most obvious 
professionals who assume evaluation roles. 
But, often they have only worked alone in 
evaluating the curriculum. Also, they fre- 
quently do not evaluate the curriculum but 
rather their instructional skills in delivering 
that curriculum. Indeed, teachers should be 
involved in cooperative curriculum work, 
and they should be part of curriculum advi- 
sory committees, which have partial respon- 
sibility for program evaluation. Effective 
teachers realize that they can play several 
roles in evaluation.” 


Committees. 


Because curriculum development is а со- 
operative effort, numerous committees may 
be involved. Most, if not all, schools should 
have a curriculum advisory committee and a 
special committee responsible for evaluation 
policy and procedure. This special commit- 
tee serves an advisory function to the person 
in charge of program evaluation. Its mem- 
bership can be similar to that of curriculum 


advisory committees—that is, participants 
could be teachers and administrators and 
representatives of the lay community. De- 
pending on the school district and the cur- 
riculum level, students might also serve on 
this committee.” 


Consultants. 


It is sometimes wise for a school district to 
hire an outside consultant to conceptualize 
the evaluation approach and to coordinate 
the evaluation effort. Often small schools do 
not have any staff persons trained especially 
for evaluation. When they require such ac- 
tivity, a common procedure is for them to 
bring in an outside person. In fact, some ed- 
ucators argue that the evaluator of a new 
program should always be an outsider.” 
Such a person, having no “professional 
turf” to guard, can be much more objective 
and ‘truthful in reporting findings. 

The resources of the school district, the 
extent of the evaluation effort, and the level 
of the staffs expertise should guide educa- 
tors deciding whether to bring in an outside 
consultant for evaluation. Certainly, an out- 
side consultant will have expertise, but he or 
she may be viewed as an intruder from out- 
side the system or as a representative of the 
central office, which would impede the eval- 
uation process. The person in charge of the 
curriculum-development effort must take 
these factors into consideration. 


CONCLUSION 


This chapter dealt with curriculum evalua- 
tion. It began with a discussion of the nature 
and purpose of evaluation, and it addressed 
the key questions that evaluation sets out to 
process. Several definitions of evaluation 
were presented, as were various approaches 
to it. We made the case that evaluation is an 
essential aspect of curriculum development; 
it requires expertise and resources, just a8 
the other major stages in curriculum devel- 
opment. 
Evaluation is a complex stage. We dis- 


cussed major models that have been devel- 
oped, and their advocates and critics. The 
field of curriculum evaluation is not without 
argument. To illuminate some of the dy- 
namics of the field, we discussed methodo- 
logical issues relating to evaluation. These 
ranged from selecting and forming objec- 
tives to choosing the types of tests to employ 
when gathering data. The chapter closed by 
pointing out various roles that people can 
play in the evaluation effort. 
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chapter 11 


CURRICULUM THEORY 


Curricularists have often written about cur- 
riculum theory without providing clear ex- 
amples of what it is and how it can help the 
practitioner. Although curricularists аге 
concerned with curriculum theory, because 
curriculum as a field presents many theoret- 
ical and perplexing problems, these people 
are in an exploratory era in theory building. 
This is true partly because curricularists 
have not accepted either a clear-cut defini- 
tion of theory nor criteria to distinguish cur- 
riculum theory from other theory in educa- 
uon. 

But their lack of clarity about what cur- 
riculum theory is has not diminished discus- 
sion of or writing about it. Elizabeth Maccia 
has pointed out that talking about theory is, 
itself, theorizing.'! Dorothy Huenecke indi- 
cates that even though no one would assert 
that the field of curriculum has any full- 
blown theories, an abundance of theorizing 
activity is aimed at exploring aspects of cur- 
riculum.? James Macdonald has mentioned 


that curricularists might expect that such 
theorizing would focus upon a clearly iden- 
tified realm of phenomena. But, such is not 
the case, partly because curricularists cannot 
agree about just what curriculum is.* 


THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 


Curriculum is a complex phenomenon. Al- 
though few curricularists agree on all theo- 
retical aspects of the field, they realize that 
they must advance their understanding of it 
if they are to conceptualize and develop cur- 
ricula of value for students. 

Over time, people have divided, subdi- 
vided, and classified their experiences into 
categories so as to comprehend them and to 
manage the masses of data associated with 
them. These divisions are called disciplines, 
areas, or realms of knowledge. Within each 
discipline, statements explain, describe, 
and/or predict the phenomena of central in- 
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terest. Such explanations can be called theo- 
ries. 

Knowledge of reality has also been 
grouped into more general categories. 
George Beauchamp has asserted that all 
theories are derived from three broad cate- 
gories of knowledge: (1) the humanities; (2) 
the natural sciences; and (3) the social sci- 
ences.’ These divisions of knowledge, shown in 
Figure 11-1, are well established as the basic 
realms of knowledge. For example, under 
the humanities are the disciplines of philos- 
ophy, music, art, and literature. Under the 
social sciences are the disciplines of history, 
sociology, psychology, and anthropology, 
among others. Under the natural sciences 
are the disciplines of chemistry, physics, bot- 
any, geology, and so on. 

Beauchamp argues that from these basic 
knowledge divisions come areas of applied 
knowledge—architecture, medicine, епрі- 
neering, education, and law, to name a few. 
Although some curricularists question the 
validity of these categories, and their contin- 
ued usefulness, many writers in curriculum 
do accept them as, if not valid, at least use- 
ful. What distinguishes applied realms of 
knowledge from disciplines is that applied 


FIGURE 11-1 Curriculum Theory in Perspective. 


realms draw their content and indeed their 
authority from theory in the disciplines. Ed- 
ucation, for example, draws from psychol- 
ogy, sociology, and history and uses infor- 
mation from biology when referring to 
human growth and development. It takes 
much of its emphasis from philosophy. 
What makes education a field of knowledge 
is the manner in which it combines knowl- 
edge from various disciplines and formu- 
lates rules and procedures for making the 
combinations and using the knowledge. 

Beauchamp has identified a series of sub- 
theories in education—administrative theo- 
ries, counseling theories, instructional theo- 
ries, evaluation theories, and curriculum 
theories. There are two major categories of 
curriculum theories—design theories and 
engineering theories. Design theories address 
the basic organization of the curriculum 
plan. For this, curricularists draw on philos- 
ophy as well as on social and psychology 
theory. Design theories of curriculum con- 
tent are influenced by various theories of 
knowledge. 

Engineering theories explain, describe, pre- 
dict, or even guide curriculum-development 
activities. They involve specific plans, princi- 
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Source: from George A. Beauchamp, Curriculum Theory, 4th ed. (Itasca, Ill.: Peacock, 1981), р. 5. 


ples, and/or methods or procedures. Engi- 
neering theories of curriculum are also par- 
tially based on principles of measurement 
and statistics. 


The Meaning of Theory. 


Despite the myriad works on the nature 
and function of theory, and on the differ- 
ences between theory and practice, curricu- 
lum specialists have not produced a univer- 
sal definition of theory. This is not too 
surprising because the three basic realms 
of knowledge—humanities, social sciences, 
and natural sciences—all look at reality dif- 
ferently and generate definitions of theory 
that reflect their interests. 

Although differences exist among the 
major types of theory, some commonalities 
are evident as well. Most definitions of 
theory deal with sets of events or phenom- 
ena and the relationships among these 
events. Abraham Kaplan provides a useful 
general statement defining theory: “A 
theory is a way of making sense of a dis- 
turbing situation so as to allow us most ef- 
fectively to bring to bear our repertoire of 
habits, and even more important, to modify 
habits or discard them altogether, replacing 
new ones as the situation demands.” Theory 
will appear as the device for interpreting, 
criticizing, and unifying established laws, 
modifying them to fit “data unanticipated in 
their formation, and guiding the enterprise 
of discovering new and more powerful gen- 
eralizations.”® 

Richard Snow states that “a theory is es- 
sentially a symbolic construction that is de- 
signed to bring generalizable facts or laws 
into systematic connection.” The theory it- 
self consists of a set of units that can be 
“facts, concepts, or some variables, and a 
noting of relationships among the units 
identified.” 

_ Another social scientist offers another 
view, that is “a theory is primarily a form of 
insight, a way of looking at the world.” The- 
ories represent perspectives about the world 
that are not necessarily true or false, but 
help clarify certain facts or forces. “When 
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we look at the world through our theoretical 
insights, the [results] we obtain will evi- 
dently be shaped and formed by our theo- 
тез”. 

In all of these definitions, theory is a set 
of related propositions that sheds light on 
why events occur in the manner that they 
do. The propositions identify concepts by 
pointing out the relationships between 
them. 


Scientific Theory. Natural scientists in 
this century have made great advances in 
their realm of knowledge, largely because of 
their extensive utilization of what is called 
scientific theory. In many instances, scien- 
tific theory has been given the status of ex- 
emplar for theory formation and statement. 
In other words, it exemplifies the “true” na- 
ture of theory. Although some curriculum 
specialists argue that scientific theory is not 
appropriate for explaining or guiding cur- 
riculum work, curricularists nevertheless 
still need to understand such theory. 

Within the natural sciences, the term 
theory sometimes refers to a set of proposi- 
tions inductively derived from empirical 
findings. These generalizations refer to 
various facts, laws, or hypotheses that are 
related to each other in a systematic way and 
that form a type of whole—an entity. Scien- 
tific theory, then, is comprised of general 
facts, laws, or hypotheses related to each 
other. 

Perhaps the most widely accepted defini- 
tion of scientific theory is delineated by 
Herbert Feigl and includes: 


[A] set of assumptions from which can be derived 
by purely logicomathematical procedures, a 
larger set of empirical laws. The theory furnishes 
an explanation of these empirical laws and 
unifies the originally relatively heterogeneous 
areas of subject matter characterized by those 
empirical laws." 


According to this definition, theory is a 
cluster of logically connected statements 
that generalize to and offer explanations of 
particular cases. In its explanations of the 
various cases to which it refers, theory 
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unifies myriad data and those propositions 
relevant to those data. 

Fred Kerlinger asserts that the basic aim 
of science is theory—that is, the aim of sci- 
ence is to identify basic statements that ex- 
plain natural events. He notes that theories 
are general explanations that enable scien- 
tists to understand the phenomena studied.’ 
Instead of attempting to explain every sepa- 
rate event—for example, the behavior of 
students in one activity—scientists formu- 
late general statements about similar events 
or behavior so that they can link many 
events or behaviors. Instead of describing 
how different children each solved a partic- 
ular science problem, the theorist would de- 
rive from his or her observations a general 
explanation of most, if not all, kinds of 
problem solving. The investigator would 
then present the general statement as a 
theory of problem solving. 


Philosophical and Humanistic Theory. 
Scholars in the humanities use theory to for- 
mulate consistent and logical explanations 
of humans’ place in the world. Such theories 
produce a set of assumptions or beliefs that 
explain what ought to be. These assumptions, 
derived inductively from the scholars’ pro- 
fessional experiences and knowledge of the 
world, contrast their thinking with that of 
colleagues in specific disciplines. Philoso- 
phers’ theories describe their outlooks— 
their views of reality and their place within 
it. One example of such theory is Plato’s 
theory of the ideal; reality as we know it is 
really an imitation of the ideal. 

Much of the theory that relates to educa- 
tion, and specifically to curriculum, stems 
from the philosophical and/or humanistic 
orientation." A tenet of existentialism is that 
to become fully human, or at least more hu- 
man, people must be engaged actively in 
their world; without engagement, individu- 
als become detached and isolated. This 
“theory of engagement” is based on ethical 
matters rather than scientific validation. 

Philosophical and humanistic theory fits 
into the category Herbert Kliebard has 
identified as a concern for systematic analy- 


sis of a set of related concepts or problems," 
Theory at this level is essentially the result 
of an attempt to clarify the nature of con- 
cepts and problems, and their understand- 
ing does not depend on empirical support. 
Empirical considerations play only a minor 
role. Rather, “validation” of the theory 
relies on the logic of various positions and 
the articulation of values. 

Philosophical and humanistic theory is 
largely normative (based on values). It es- 
sentially indicates what should or should not 
be included or done in some action. Using 
such theory, curricularists should have 
“guidelines” about what to do or not do in 
creating the curriculum—that is, about what 
they should include in and perhaps what 
they should exclude from the curriculum, 

But some curriculum theory is largely an 
attempt to identify the important factors or 
variables that comprise the phenomena that 
we are investigating in some given disci- 
pline.” Неге the focus is on using theory to 
identify certain variables without having any 
insights about the relationships among the 
variables attracting interest. Such theory 
does not indicate precisely the relationships 
extant among identified variables. There 
are many instances when curriculum spe- 
cialists advise individuals to look at particu- 
lar variables of curriculum but they give no 
precise explanation of the relationship of 
the variable to, say, student achievement or 
the formation of attitudes. Such theory 
gives an orientation toward reality, but it 
does so without empirical support. 


The Functions of Theory. 


Educators may ask, “Why do we need 
theory at all?” As stated earlier, the aim of 
science is to understand phenomena stud- 
ied. Certainly, most people would accept 
this statement in relation to theory. Even 
philosophers require theory to question 
what is knowledge, what is reality, and what 
is of value? 

Theory comes from the Greek word 
theoria connoting “wakefulness of mind.” It 
is a type of “pure viewing” of truth. Theory 


explains reality; it makes people aware of 
their world and its interactions. Many writ- 
ers have ascribed four functions to theory: 
(1) description; (2) prediction; (3) explana- 
tion; and (4) guidance." Although some 
writers disagree about which function is 
paramount, most view all as important and 
as closely related. 


DESCRIPTION. Description provides a nar- 
rative classification of knowledge in a particu- 
lar theoretical field. It furnishes a structure 
through which individual’s interpretations of 
complex activities can be verified. It organ- 
izes and summarizes knowledge. A theory 
“tells” us that there are certain variables and 
that they interact in particular ways or have 
certain relationships to other variables; it 
does not indicate why certain variables are 
important nor why they are interrelated. 
Theory presents an account of events. It 
unifies phenomena and arranges the infor- 
mation so that the scope and internal rela- 
tionships, though not explained, are at least 
visible." 


PREDICTION. The second function of 
theory is rather obvious. A theory can pre- 
dict the occurrence of as yet unobserved 
events on the basis of explanatory principles 
embedded in it. Perhaps this is the ultimate 
function of theory. Of course, cautious peo- 
ple always regard a theory with some degree 
of tentativeness, for a theory, regardless of 
the accumulated data to support it, cannot 
account for all situations. If it did, it would 
not be a theory but a law. Nonetheless, the 
more diverse observations a theory can ex- 
plain, the greater should be people’s confi- 
dence in using it to predict the phenomena 
in question. 


EXPLANATION. Explanation addresses 
“why.” It not only points out the relation- 
ships between phenomena, but suggests el- 
ther explicitly or implicitly the reasons for 
the relationships. The best explanations re- 
late to what people know as opposed to what 
they may mistakenly believe. For example, 
an explanation of students’ learning diffi- 
culties in terms of “evil spirits” would be less 
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believable than an explanation stressing stu- 
dents’ motivation and interests. 


GuIDANCE. Theory also acts as a guide. It 
helps researchers choose data for analysis 
and make economical summaries of the 
data. The theory generated guides further 
investigation. In essence, it serves a heuristic 
function. Many scientists assert that this is 
the true or primary responsibility of scien- 
tific theory—to serve as the guide for fur- 
ther study. One educator addressed this 
heuristic function when he stated, “What is 
important is that laws propagate when they 
are united in a theory; theory serves as 
matchmaker, midwife, and godfather all in 
опе.” 

Theorists cannot divorce themselves 
from their values and knowledge when ad- 
dressing the heuristic functions of theory. 
Values will influence, suggest, even pre- 
scribe what their behavior should be. Col- 
lecting the facts is a necessary first step in 
theory building—but what facts, whose ren- 
dition of the facts? Without theoretical ori- 
entations, people cannot decide what facts 
to gather or what issues to address. Their 
values influence what facts and relationships 
are relevant to them. Their values, in other 
words, guide their theorizing. As one educa- 
tor put it: Theory is “a set of rules which 
guide or control actions.”"* 


THEORY BUILDING 


Essentially, the process of theory develop- 
ment is tied to inductive and deductive 
thinking. Sometimes, these are considered 
to be two different approaches to theory 
generation, but typically both are employed 
together to create theory. 

Induction means building a theory by 
accumulating and summarizing a variety of 
inquiries. People using induction rely rather 
heavily on empirical data. They form prop- 
ositions on the basis of research that began 
as tentative hypotheses they tested and vali- 
dated.” 

Deduction, in contrast to induction, is the 
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process of inferring necessary conclusions 
from a combination of premises whose truth 
has either been accepted as given or as- 
sumed to be true. People employing deduc- 
tion develop theory by constructing logical 
sequences. They proceed from the general 
to the specific. 


Steps in Theory Building. 


George Homans listed six rules of theory 
building: 


1. Look at the obvious, the familiar, and the 
common. In a science that has not estab- 
lished its foundations, these are the things 
that best require study. 

2. State the obvious in its full generality. Sci- 
ence is an economy of thought only if its 
hypotheses sum up in а simple form a large 
number of facts. 

3. Talk about one thing at a time. That is, 
choose words (concepts) that refer not to ѕеу- 
eral classes of facts at the same time but to 
only one. Corollary: Once you have chosen 
your words, always use the same words when 
referring to the same thing. 

4. Cut down as far as you dare the number of 
things about which you are talking. “As few 
as you may; as many as you must” is the rule 
governing the number of classes of facts you 
take into account. 

5, Once you have started to talk, do not stop 
until you have finished. That is, describe 
systematically the relationships between the 
facts designated by your words. 

6. Recognize that your analysis must be ab- 
stract, because it deals with only a few ele- 
ments of the concrete situation. Admit the 
dangers of abstraction, especially when ас- 
tion is required, but do not be afraid of ab- 
straction,"" 

Defining Terms. One of the basic rules 
in theory building is to be clear about terms. 
According to Beauchamp, agreement on 
terms is an essential ingredient in the work 
of a theorist.The terms theorists employ 
and the concepts implied by those terms are 
the building blocks of the theory. Selecting 
terms is governed by two rules: (1) The 
wording must be clear, and (2) the terms, 
once defined, must be used consistently.” 


Terms define what is to be observed, 
They refer to concepts, and they are the 
variables between which empirical relation- 
ships are to be sought. Concepts are either 
nominal or operational. Nominal definitions 
present the attributes associated with a term 
or concept. The term is thus explained by 
the boundaries of its interpretation. In con- 
trast, operational definitions indicate the con- 
ditions under which a concept is used. 
Operational definitions assume an “if-then” 
property. If certain conditions are present, 
then the statement within which the term is 
used is correct. 

Some terms really cannot be defined ei- 
ther by referring to nominal attributes or by 
referring to other operationally defined 
terms. Yet they are a critical, basic part of 
theory. These so-called primitive terms are 
accepted by those who use them in their the- 
oretical work. In mathematics, for example, 
the terms “point” or “straight line” are 
primitive terms. They really cannot be nom- 
inally or operationally defined; all we can 
say is that a “point” is a point. In education, 
such terms as “felt needs” and “experience” 
are primitive terms.” 

Although theorists may not always be 
able to refrain from using primitive terms, 
they should try to use them as infrequently 
as possible. 

Another category of terms used in theory 
is theoretical terms or operational constructs; 
theories with any degree of sophisticati 
contain such terms. A construct is a concept 
that represents relationships among things 
and/or events and their properties.” Theo- 
retical terms cannot be defined directly by 
observing particular events. Rather they can 
be defined by their relationships to other 
terms that are operationally defined. Educa- 
tors use a large number of such terms—mo- 
tivation, cognitive dissonance, attitude, рег- 
ceptual structuring, set, and social need. 

Classifying. The second activity п 
theory building is classification. At „this 
stage, theorists attempt to organize and inte- 
grate what they know about the areas being 
theorized. They begin summarizing discov- 
ered uniformities of relationships between 


two or more variables or concepts.” Their 
classifications or statements of classifications 
can have varying degrees of precision, but 
this does not diminish their place in theory 
building. Classification allows theorists to 
discover voids in their knowledge that must 
be filled through research activities if they 
are to give meaning to their theorizing. 

When classifying information, theorists 
group facts and generalizations into homo- 
geneous groups. However, even if catego- 
ries seem to be taking shape, explanations of 
the interrelationships among the categories 
or of the relationships among the facts and 
generalizations within any single informa- 
tion cluster may still be lacking. 


Interpreting. To interpret the informa- 
tion, theorists may approach their data in- 
ductively or deductively. The inductive 
process tends to produce philosophical or 
prescriptive types of theory; the deductive 
approach tends to generate logical types of 
theory. Both processes are necessary to gen- 
erate meaningful theory; both enable theo- 
rists to generate general statements. 

But producing general statements is not 
the end of the interpretation task. Theorists 
must also make inferences from their gen- 
eral theoretical statements. In other words, 
they must use the statements to go beyond 
what they know or ћауе observed. They 
must make additional assumptions, create 
hypotheses, perfect generalizations from 
additional observations, and deduce other 
conclusions from observations and general- 
izations. They must, in effect, suggest new 
theories that will require additional testing 
to determine their soundness. 


Models. 


Sometimes, persons involved in theoriz- 
ing activities engage in model building as a 
means of summarizing the phenomena 1n- 
vestigated. Although the term model 5 
sometimes used as a synonym for theory, it 
is not. Models are representations of aspects 
of a theory. Models aid comprehension and 
theory building. They are useful for eco- 
nomically organizing and explaining vast 
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amounts of data. Models help theorists un- 
derstand how their theories are shaping up. 
They also trigger questions whose answers 
are requisite to generating theory. Models 
in science act like metaphors in language. 
They enlighten us by suggesting arguments 
by analogy from known resemblances to so- 
far unnoticed resemblances. 

Of course, models do have some disad- 
vantages. They can: (1) invite overgeneraliz- 
ation; (2) entice people into committing log- 
ical fallacies; (3) show the relationships 
between variables incorrectly; (4) exhibit 
faulty assumptions about constructs; (5) 
stress invalid data; and (6) turn useful en- 
ergy into nonproductive activity.” 


LINGUISTIC MODELS. Models, in terms of 
language, serve to organize a person’s think- 
ing by helping to describe, categorize, and 
conceptualize his or her knowledge and ex- 
periences. According to Philip Phenix, lan- 
guage is used to process thought, and so do 
theories and models of a discipline or field 
of study. Linguistic models represent a 
fundamental vehicle of human thought by 
which people make the complex and puz- 
zling become more familiar and more read- 
ily understood.” 

In discussing linguistic models, we are 
speaking of verbal concepts and abstrac- 
tions. Most people use verbal models in ev- 
eryday speech. The various systems and 
processes in this book to describe curricu- 
lum making are to a large extent examples 
of verbal models. Teachers, also, rely on 
verbal models in their classrooms for 
transmitting learning experiences to stu- 
dents, especially cognitive learning. The art 
and science of presenting information and 
ideas, what some of us might call “peda- 
gogy,” are based on verbal transmission. 


PHYSICAL MODELS. Verbal models may 
sometimes be a bit complex to understand, 
but physical or working models are usually 
quite easy to comprehend. They are usually 
three-dimensional and show the actual 
“thing” in a reduced scale. We all are famil- 
iar with model airplanes; they look like real 
airplanes—some even fly—but they are not 
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real airplanes. Chemistry students have all 
seen models of molecules or atoms, usually 
made of different colored balls. Physical 
models enable theorists to visualize the vari- 
ables or parts under consideration and to 
note their interrelationships. 


MATHEMATICAL MODELS. Sometimes, the 
best model for depicting the component 
parts or variables under consideration is a 
mathematical model. Such models reduce 
complex interactions of phenomena to the 
regularity of mathematical expressions. 
They are common in the physical sciences. 
Chemical equations that describe and pre- 
dict the consequences of particular chemical 
reactions are mathematical models. Ein- 
stein’s equation Е = те is a well-known 
mathematical model. In decision theory, 
mathematical equations denote the proba- 
bility that certain actions will be decided, 
given a particular situation. 


GRAPHIC MODELS. Throughout this book 
we have used a fourth kind of model—the 
graphic model. This is perhaps the most 
common type of model. It can be a picture, 
drawing, or diagram of some of the major 
components, and their interrelationships, of 
the concept being described. Graphic mod- 
els help illustrate our verbal text or narra- 
tive. The old saying, “A picture is worth a 
thousand words” applies with good graphic 
models. 


CURRICULUM THEORY 


Theory as we have defined it is a set of state- 
ments so worded that it can be used as a 
means of communication among people 
and as a directive to those who wish to study 
the field of curriculum. Macdonald has 
noted that because curriculum theory and 
theorizing are in a rather formative stage, 
we have no generally accepted and clear-cut 
criteria to distinguish curriculum theory 
and theorizing from other educational ac- 
tions.” Some, like Kliebard, have argued 
that we do have curricula theory,” whereas 
others, like Joseph Schwab, have stated that 


not only do we lack theory, but we should 
not strive to have one either. Schwab main- 
tained that the crisis in the curriculum field 
was due to overreliance on curriculum 
theory.” 

The challenge to curricularists is to make 
sense out of the complexity of the field of 
curriculum and to determine whether they 
should create their own curriculum theory 
or theories, borrow theories from other 
disciplines—such as psychology, sociology, 
anthropology, philosophy, and so on—or do 
both. To create a single curriculum theory 
that would describe, and more importantly 
explain, curriculum is perhaps an unrealis- 
tic goal; curriculum covers too many aspects 
of education. 

Curriculum theory has been the subject 
of conversation and the focus of reflection 
by many concerned with curriculum. Even 
in the early years when the field of curricu- 
lum was gaining identity and stature, curric- 
ularists were concerned with defining a the- 
oretical basis. 


Early Theory in Curriculum. 


The publication of Franklin Bobbitt’s The 
Curriculum can probably be cited as the start- 
ing point of theorizing in curriculum. It also 
represented one of the early books in scien- 
tific theorizing. The entire scientism move- 
ment in education established a major ap- 
proach to theory. Bobbitt urged his fellow 
educators to borrow from the new technol- 
ogy to guide educational functioning. He 
believed strongly that the principles of man- 
agement and the application of “theory” 
could help educators be more precise and 
efficient in creating and managing their 
programs.” 

Scientific theory was viewed by many to 
have the quality of objectivity. Theory could 
serve to describe and explain what is. The- 
ory of phenomena would allow educators to 
predict the consequences of putting certain 
phenomena into action. The Lincoln School 
was initially set up at Teachers College, 
Columbia University, as an experimental 
school where theoretical approaches to edu- 


cation could be investigated. Although 
other teachers colleges organized their own 
experimental schools (sometimes called lab- 
oratory schools) for examining educational 
practice, according to Robert Schaefer, 
these experimental schools were “conceived 
less as laboratories for inquiry and more 
as exemplars of particular proscriptive 
theory.” 

Many educators believed that scientific 
theory would add to our understanding of 
curriculum. However, people like Charles 
Judd, who certainly supported the methods 
of science, were somewhat concerned that 
persons untrained in the discipline of sci- 
ence would conduct trivial and poorly con- 
ceived studies. William Bagley warned that 
while using the scientific method, educators 
had to be careful to adequately conceptual- 
ize the problems to be investigated and not 
to draw unwarranted conclusions from 
poorly conducted investigations.” 

Many new discoveries in testing and sta- 
tistics furnished those who wished to engage 
in theory building with some tools that ena- 
bled them to manage more carefully investi- 
gations and process more precisely data 
gathered. Persons in curriculum theory 
drew guidance from the context of the 
times. This was especially true of Bobbitt 
and Charters, both of whom were expert in 
the field of research and evaluation. Both 
theorists linked the idea of activity analysis 
with formulating curriculum decisions. The 
idea was to correlate the objectives of the 
subject with specific activities—those tasks 
and skills that students had to learn to pre- 
pare for productive living. However numer- 
ous these activities were, educators had to 
make decisions about which activities were 
to be stressed in school.” 

During the last years of the nineteenth 
century and the early years of this century 
Dewey was engaged in creating a curricu- 
lum theory. Even though Dewey may not 
have considered his work to be a curriculum 
theory, but rather a science in education, it 
still holds interest for curriculum theorists." 
Dewey's theory draws on the notion that the 
development of the individual and the de- 
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velopment of the human race are similar in 
their overall stages. His theory attempts to 
show the relationship between schools and 
society and the various aspects of experi- 
ence and education as they relate to the 
learner.“ 

Dewey urged educators to tie knowledge 
in the curriculum to human experiences rel- 
evant to children; moreover, he urged that 
children experience knowledge through 
various activities. The experience-centered 
curriculum, which we discussed in Chapter 
7, drew much of its theoretical support from 
this “theory” advanced by Dewey. It also 
gave rise to the entire activity movement. 
Following his reflections on theory, Dewey 
actually attempted to reproduce in his ex- 
perimental elementary school at the Univer- 
sity of Chicago the actual conditions of so- 
cial life. Children would learn about the 
industries of life—how humans processed 
their realities. Children would be involved 
in doing. 

Educators might well ask, then, if persons 
such as Bobbitt or Charters approached cur- 
riculum from various theoretical stances, 
and Dewey attempted to test out theory in 
his school, why did curriculum theorizing 
remain undeveloped?” Perhaps because ed- 
ucators have talked a “better game” of 
theory than they have “played.” The Lin- 
coln School at Teachers College conducted 
many “experiments” to test out its theories, 
but it did not really produce any objective 
accounts of the results. The University of 
Chicago hired many educators interested in 
theoretical proposals of education, but most 
curricularists who dominated during the 
1920s and 1930s tended to be child-cen- 
tered and had little interest in either formu- 
lating theory or “fleshing out” scientific 
principles in curriculum.” 


Theory at Mid-Century. 


Much of the early talk about curriculum 
did not consider theory per se. However, in 
the 1940s, curriculum writings began to dis- 
cuss actual theory. The first major discus- 
sion on the topic took place at the University 
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of Chicago in 1947. The various partici- 
pants at this conference produced a paper 
addressing curriculum theory, but no cur- 
riculum theory emerged from the meeting. 
The papers, which appeared as a mono- 
graph three years later, did conclude with a 
challenge: “As a further effort in hastening 
the communications between groups of in- 
terested people and in the development of 
more adequate theory, someone might 
spend some time trying to describe the na- 
ture of such theory, its tasks, its subject mat- 
ter, its tests, and its uses.” 

Tyler, some might argue, took up the 
challenge in his book’s presentation of the 
basic principles of curriculum and instruc- 
tion. But Tyler’s approach, if it can even be 
considered theoretical, was more attuned to 
curriculum development than to an overall 
theory of curriculum. Beauchamp, how- 
ever, was instrumental in adding to the field 
of curriculum theory.” His 1950 book, Cur- 
riculum Theory, addressed the topic. Even so, 
although the book has gone through four 
editions, it still leaves us without an agreed 
upon curriculum theory. Some of the major 
theories that have evolved are as follows: 


Maccias’ Theory. During the last twen- 
ty-five years, the “formative” years of curric- 
ulum theory, a more diversified view of cur- 
riculum theory has evolved. Elizabeth and 
George Maccia, for example, presented 
four different kinds of curriculum theory. 
They noted that curriculum specialists spec- 
ulate about forms, events, values, and prac- 
tices. Consequently they organized theory as 
formal theory, event theory, valuational the- 
ory, and praxiological theory.” 


1. Formal Theory. This theory deals with specu- 
lation about the structure of the disciplines 
that comprise the curriculum. Curricularists 
usually draw their understanding of such 
theory from philosophers and members of 
the particular disciplines in question. Such 
theory is nonvaluational; it deals with what is 
and what exists, rather than what ought to 
be. 

2. Event Theory. This theory, very similar to 
what we have been discussing as scientific 


theory, refers to speculation about occur- 
rences. It attempts to predict what will occur 
given certain circumstances. 

3. Valuational Theory. This theory involves spec- 
ulation about the appropriate means to at- 
tain the objectives most desired and to in- 
clude the content judged to be the best. In 
contrast to event theory, valuation theory 
does involve values or norms. It deals with 
“ought-ness.” 

4. Praxiological Theory. Such theory refers to 
speculation about appropriate means to at- 
tain what is considered valuable. It is about 
practices. It can support the creation of cur- 
riculum policy, the means we employ to 
adopt particular objectives, and specific prac- 
tices in schools. 


The Maccias asserted that curricularists 
could use theory to guide their building of a 
definition of curriculum, as well as in the 
planning and development of curriculum. 


Johnson’s Model. In contrast to the 
Maccias, Mauritz Johnson stated that curric- 
ulum specialists should first define curricu- 
lum and curriculum making and should 
then direct their energies at theory building. 
He argued that most past efforts to build 
curriculum theory had centered оп рго- 
grams, with the result that attention was re- 
ally on curriculum development." As shown 
in Figure 11-2, Johnson distinguished be- 
tween the curriculum plan and the process 
of curriculum development by defining the 
former as an output of the latter; he also ге- 
vealed the differences among curriculum, 
instruction, and teacher behavior. His atten- 
tion to objectives puts him in the behavioral- 
rational camp. Although curricularists may 
not agree with Johnson's definition of cur- 
riculum—an intended series of learning 
outcomes—they should realize the useful- 
ness of distinguishing between theorizing 
about curriculum as a plan and theorizing 
about the means by which such plans are 
generated. Johnson did not actually present 
a theory, but he has provided а useful 
model. 


_ Macdonald’s Model. Macdonald, a ma- 
Jor curriculum theorist, has presented a 
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FIGURE 11-2 Curriculum as an Output-Input of One System. 
Source: from Mauritz Johnson, “Definitions and Models in Curriculum Theory,” Educational Theory (April 


1967), p. 23. 


model of the major systems in schooling: 
curriculum, instruction, teaching, and 
learning.” Although the model depicted in 
Figure 11-3 is just that—a model, not a theo- 
ry—it does at least point out possible key 
components involved in the dynamics of 
curriculum and instruction. It presents a 
map indicating the key “features” of the ed- 
ucational landscape. 

Though curriculum is quite large in the 
drawing, Macdonald’s model shows it as one 
of four interacting systems. Macdonald 
defines curriculum as the social system that 
actually produces a plan for instruction, 
which he in turn defines as another social 
system within which formal teaching and 
learning take place. Teaching is different 
from instruction, and is defined as a person- 
ality system—the teacher—acting in a раг- 
ticular manner to facilitate learning. Learn- 
ing is defined as a personality system, too; 
the student becomes involved in specialized 
task-related behaviors. All of these systems 
come together in the center, depicted in Fig- 
ure 11-3 by a shadowed spot. At this junc- 
ture, the curriculum goals become operative 
in the instructional encounter because of 
the efforts of the teacher and the behavior 
of the students. 

Macdonald considered space V as con- 
comitant learning—that is, learning that 
accompanies the direct learning, but is not 


part of the stated objectives. Space VI in- 
volves teachers’ actions aimed at modifying 
such behavior in response to the immediate 
feedback about the institutional or school 
situation. Space VII refers to in-service ex- 
periences for teachers, while space VIII 
suggests supervision experiences for them. 
Macdonald noted that he had few ready ex- 
amples for spaces ІХ and X, but they might 
deal with pupil-teacher planning experi- 
ences. 

We still do not have theory. Macdonald's 
model does, however, clarify the interrela- 
tionships between teaching, learning, in- 
struction, and curriculum. It points out that 
each can be considered a system in its own 
right, but that in the reality of the school, 
the systems interface with each other so as to 
produce some specialized subsystems. Still, 
the model leaves theorists without answers 
about how they would determine the nature 
and scope of the curriculum. The reality of 
the curriculum in action is certainly more 
complex than depicted by this model. 


Wilson’s Open Access Curriculum Model. 
Craig Wilson noted that for a public school 
curriculum to have more clarity than the 
larger society's vision of its destiny often re- 
quires a good deal of insight. He notes that 
theory should reflect this insight. He main- 
tains that a curriculum theory really should 
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be a combination of knowledge theory about 
the organization and structures of knowl- 
edge, environmental theory (how people inter- 
pret their space), and management theory 
(what procedures people use to manage or 
control the organization). He calls this the 
theory of open access curriculum." 

Wilson’s model, shown in Figure 11-4, 
displays three dimensions of knowledge: 
facts, contested truth, and open explora- 
tion. In dealing with facts, the teacher 
would primarily use lecture and controlled 
reading. For processing contested truth, the 
teacher would employ seminars. Open ex- 
ploration would be processed by students 
involved in research. The model exhibits 
both the curricular (fact, contested truth, 
open exploration) and instructional (lec- 
ture, seminars, etc.) dimensions of educa- 
tion. It also suggests that the students can 
enter the curriculum system at the open ex- 
ploration stage and then proceed through 
contested truth and fact. The pathway 
through the curriculum can be varied to 
meet the students’ needs, interests, and abil- 
ities. 


FIGURE 11-3 The Interaction of Four 
Systems. 

Source: from James B. Macdonald, 
“Educational Models for Instruction," in J. В. 
Macdonald and R. R. Leeper, eds., Theories of 
Instruction (Washington, D.C.: Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development, 
1965); p. 95. 


Wilson argues that the critical features of 
a curriculum organized according to this 
model are: (1) multiple- rather than single- 
entry points; (2) an increased scope of con- 
tent; (3) no precise sequence for all to follow 
with related tracking of students; (4) learn- 
ing styles related to both the nature of the 
discipline and the methods of inquiry; and 
(5) teachers’ playing differentiated teaching 
roles. 


Current Attempts at Theorizing. 


Educators might wonder, given that their 
actions in past years have not created a 
theory, why they should continue to reflect 
and to theorize. Perhaps they have taken to 
heart Dewey’s statement on theory: “Theory 
is in the end the most practical of all things, 
because this widening of the range of atten- 
Поп... eventually results in the creation of 
wider and farther-reaching purposes ап 
enables us to use a much wider and deeper 
range of conditions and means than were 
expressed in the observation of primitive 
practical ригроѕеѕ.”" Educators continue 10 
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FIGURE 11-4 The Open Access Curriculum. 


Source: from L. Craig Wilson, The Open Access Curriculum (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1971), 


p: 19. 


believe that theory can produce hypotheses 
that can be tested in the world of concrete 
experience. They believe still that theory 
can enable them to describe reality and, 
more importantly, to begin to explain it. It 
also can serve as a policy map suggesting 
what they should do. 

But, the challenge is immense. Gail 
McCutcheon states that few examples of 
curriculum theories really integrate data re- 
sulting from analyses, interpretations, and 
understandings of curriculum phenom- 
ena.” She has argued that curriculum per- 
sons need more examples that have a clear 
value for them and that draw from multiple 
disciplines, such as psychology and sociol- 
ogy. Other curricularists have also ad- 
dressed this issue, focusing on how the 
various psychological theories can contrib- 
ute to curriculum thinking and action." 

_ Jean Anyon has noted that curriculum 
investigation and curriculum theorizing are 
intimately related to social science theory. 
She argues that theory must be socially 
explanatory—that is, it must situate social 


data in a theory of society, it must be system- 
atic, and it must explain what is socially sys- 
tematic. If curriculum theory is to be part of 
social science theory, then it must be situ- 
ated in a larger theory of society.” (Many 
radical and reconceptualist theorists note 
that “theories” of curriculum are in conflict 
with what they consider the ideal of soci- 
ety.) Although Anyon does not present a 
curriculum theory, she notes that in curricu- 
lum, a unified field theory would identify 
the interconnections between school knowl- 
edge, school process, contemporary society, 
and historical change. Such theory would 
identify the reasons for exploitation and 
pain in our society and our schools, and it 
would then furnish directives for eliminat- 
ing such exploitation and pain. 

Some curriculum theorists state that edu- 
cators must derive curriculum theory from 
their analyses of curricula-in-use. Decker 
Walker has faulted many in the curriculum 
field for being too concerned with prescrib- 
ing procedures for creating curricula that 
they have not paid sufficient attention to 
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how curricula are created or to the nature of 
the programs generated.” He argues that 
curriculum theories can help curricularists 
view curriculum іп a different light and thus 
generate novel interpretations of curricu- 
lum. He suggests that theories can be con- 
ceived as clustered in families, each having a 
different purpose and perhaps a different 
form. But, all theories focus on rationaliz- 
ing, conceptualizing, and explaining prac- 
tice. Walker notes that some theories being 
advanced fit into the current society without 
question, whereas others are being pre- 
sented within a context of a new and better, 
as yet unformed, society. He cites Paulo 
Freire as one person who is relating “curric- 
ulum theory” to a better society still in need 
of creation. Programs are rationalized on 
the basis of their enabling society to attain 
such “utopias.” 

Tom Barone also argues that curricular- 
ists should be concerned with analyzing how 
curricula are created and used.” Theory, if 
well conceived, can directly help practition- 
ers plan and use actual curricula. The kind 
of curriculum theory that Barone envisions 
will arise from the qualities of students’ ex- 
periences of, and their interactions with, ed- 
ucational encounters. It will be derived, too, 
from the meaning students deduce from the 
curriculum they experience. It is important 
therefore, that those studying the curricu- 
lum-in-use attend to the students’ perspec- 
tives of the curriculum and how it relates to 
their lives. 

Barone places the kind of theory he is 
advocating within the critical tradition of so- 
cial inquiry. He notes that because the 
theory carefully attends to “real-world” phe- 
nomena, the type of inquiry that leads to it is 
empirical. Simultaneously, because such 
theory views the curriculum reality from the 
perspectives of those for whom it was de- 
signed, it is phenomenological. 

Such theory does not report the relation- 
ships between complex phenomena. Rather, 
the theorist attempts to portray relation- 
ships in their full complexity and to denote 
recurring patterns among them. Such 
theory corresponds to reality, its meaning 


woven into specific contexts. What we have 
as а theory statement is more of a story, and 
the reader must judge whether he or she 
can deduce any generalities to relate to 
other situations. The “theoretical state- 
ment” reports what happens in certain situ- 
ations and so provides an idea about what 
can happen in similar situations. We are 
presented with probable possibilities rather 
than with precise predictions. 

Finally, Elizabeth Vallance notes that cur- 
riculum theory is practical and based on real 
situations; such theorizing in curriculum oc- 
curs in every school." Taking this stance, 
curricularists are encouraged to survey, an- 
alyze, synthesize, and test the knowledge 
available about curriculum problems. ‘They 
should look at the data available and at- 
tempt to make sense of them. Vallance notes 
that the data observed may be part of a new 
curriculum package, or the textbooks just 
purchased by a district, or the political cli- 
mate of the school, or even competing views 
of what a school is. Even though the data 
that theorists might view could be different 
data than classroom teachers might value, 
the process of theorizing is similar. 


METAPHORS AND THEORETICAL 
CAMPS 


Some curriculum theorists have argued that 
theoretical problems stem from faulty or 
nonproductive conceptions of curriculum. 
Dwayne Huebner has urged that educators 
discontinue their use of logical-rational lan- 
guage that stresses effectiveness, objective- 
ness, and behavioristic principles of learn- 
ing and instead employ a language that 
centers on the economic and political poli- 
cies that impact on education.” He wants 
educators also to use language that will di- 
rect their attention to how learners аге рго- 
vided with choices in subject matter—for ex- 
ample, how can a teacher best involve a 
student with the myriad cultures of the 
world so as to enhance the student's world- 
mindedness? Huebner has argued that edu- 
cators have used a language that encourages 


control over the students, rather than liber- 
ation. 


Metaphors. 


Kliebard suggests that a way in which ed- 
ucators can perhaps cure their myopia is to 
use different metaphors from those that 
currently influence their thinking.” Because 
a technological orientation to curriculum es- 
sentially dominates in this century, for ex- 
ample, the metaphor of factory and produc- 
tion is common. Kliebard would propose 
substituting a metaphor that would enable 
curricularists to reconceptualize their view 
of the school and its curriculum. He notes 
that some social reconstructionists employ 
the metaphors of culture as a form of capi- 
tal. 

Paulo Freire has used the metaphor of 
education as banking. Education in this met- 
aphor would be an action of deposition. 
The students are the depositories and the 
teacher is the depositor.” Note, however, 
that following a metaphor too closely can be 
dangerous. According to a banking meta- 
phor, for instance, the student is considered 
a passive receiver of the deposit; he or she is 
only to receive, memorize, апа repeat. 
Moreover, this metaphor also brings into fo- 
cus that educators should ensure that “cul- 
tural capital” is deposited equally into each 
student’s account. 

Somewhat recently, Arthur Foshay dis- 
cussed metaphors used in curriculum talk. 
He cited five common metaphors about 
children—the child as flower; the child as 
enemy; the child as cog; the child as ma- 
chine; and the child as reasoner.” The child 
as flower (first conceptualized by Rousseau) 
is perhaps the most popular metaphor 
among elementary teachers. Accepting this 
metaphor means viewing the child as a 
growing plant. All that a child needs is good 
soil, nourishment, and warmth in order to 
grow to his or her full potential. If children 
are left alone, they will develop as they have 
been programmed by nature. М 

The child as enemy metaphor views the 
child as a force to be shaped. It draws much 
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of its thinking from the military; teachers 
are to “attack” learning difficulties. How- 
ever negative this metaphor might seem, it 
does allow educators to see that they do 
need plans in order to educate their stu- 
dents. 

The child as cog metaphor assumes that 
the child only has meaning as he or she fits 
into the overall system. Some of the empha- 
sis on doing one’s part in a particular team 
effort comes from this perception of the 
child. The child as machine metaphor con- 
siders that once educators know the ma- 
chine they can predict what it will do in par- 
ticular situations. Also, it assumes that the 
machine will not function unless there is a 
person (teacher) to turn it on and also to run 
it. The child as reasoner centers on the ra- 
tional abilities of the child. The child is a 
thinker. 


Theoretical Camps. 


People do not usually think consciously 
about the conceptual systems by which they 
organize their world. In most of the things 
they do, they just act and think more or less 
automatically along pathways that have be- 
come comfortable to them, But, if they 
think about their language, they find them- 
selves in conceptual (and metaphorical) 
camps that organize their realities. William 
Pinar has presented conceptual organizers 
that group curriculum persons into three 
camps and John McNeil has recently elabo- 
rated on these camps.” 


Traditionalists. Pinar defines tradition- 
alists as those individuals who value service 
to practitioners above all other concerns. 
These individuals view the curricula as 
plans and stress those procedures requisite 
for creating such plans. They are more con- 
cerned with the practical dimension of cur- 
riculum matters than with theoretical con- 
cerns. A close relationship exists between 
traditionalists and school personnel. But, 
this closeness of interests has prevented 
them from creating new ways of talking 
about curriculum that may, in fact, enable 
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more productive educational programs. 
Pinar places such persons as Ralph Tyler, 
Daniel and Laurel Tanner, Robert Zais, and 
John McNeil in this camp. We would proba- 
bly add to this list Hilda Taba, John Good- 
lad, Galen Saylor, and Malcom Provus. 

Traditionalists are concerned with the 
implementation of curriculum-develop- 
ment strategies; they are also interested in 
theorizing. Dorothy Huenecke has de- 
scribed them, in fact, as being involved in 
structural theorizing,” which focuses on iden- 
tifying elements in the curriculum and 
determining their relationships. It also cen- 
ters on the decisions and decision makers 
(sometimes called players or engineers) in- 
volved in curriculum planning. Huenecke 
indicates that those who focus on curricu- 
lum development and the structure of cur- 
riculum attest to the centrality of human ra- 
tionality. People in this camp tend to be 
what we call behaviorists and intellectual- 
academics. 

Structural theorists contend that educa- 
tional practice is not an art but is rather, and 
to an extensive degree, a science. Accepting 
this, they assume that all that occurs within 
the dynamics of education can be identified, 
described, and, to some extent, controlled. 
Understanding the theories resulting from 
such activity can provide theorists with in- 
sights into the components of curriculum 
development. It can describe and explain 
their actions, and it can serve as a policy 
map for creating new programs. 


Conceptual Empiricists. These persons, 
according to Pinar, are often in the social 
sciences and view their primary mission as 
engaging in research that will be theory 
producing. They argue that scientific know- 
ledge of human behavior, including the cur- 
riculum, is possible. They claim that the 
research and the resulting theory are of 
practical value because they enable school 
practitioners to articulate the reasons for 
their actions. This, in turn, increases the 
likelihood that they will realize the tradi- 
tional goals of the school. 


People in this camp, as Pinar perceives it, 
are George Posner, Richard Schutz, and 
Jerome Bruner. We would also add Ronald 
Doll, Robert Stake, апа Dan Stufflebeam, 
All these people are actively exploring the 
application of cognitive science to curricu- 
lum and instructional research as well as to 
cognition and learning to guide the ar- 
rangement of curriculum content and its 
delivery in the classroom. 

Huenecke asserts that people who are in 
the conceptual empiricist camp engage in 
substantive theorizing.” The theory activity is 
designed to highlight appropriate content 
for the curriculum. Conceptual empiricists, 
engaged in substantive theorizing, analyze 
current situations and suggest alternatives 
to current patterns of content and experi- 
ences that comprise most curricula. They 
question why teachers are teaching what 
they are teaching and why they have ar- 
ranged the school content in the ways they 
have. People in this camp tend to coincide 
with those in what we call the systems-mana- 
gerial and intellectual-academic approach to 
curriculum. 


Reconceptualists. Curricularists who are 
in this camp maintain the view that intellec- 
tual and scientific distance from curriculum 
practice are required if those in charge of 
education are to effectively critique and the- 
orize about existing programs. They need to 
establish a distance between themselves and 
their worlds. They need, as Pinar states, to 
reach a perceptional point from where they 
can make their own personalities the “ob- 
jects” of their focus.” Understanding does 
not lie in the external or objective world, but 
in the internal and subjective. The way to 
improve the world, a major goal of educa- 
tion, is not to improve the public world, but 
rather to improve oneself. 

Presently, the reconceptualists are fo- 
cusing on a critique of the field, which they 
believe is too immersed in the practical, 
technologically oriented approaches to un- 
derstanding and action. They feel that true 
understanding will come from aesthetic, hu- 


manistic, and existential postures. Focusing 
on understanding oneself will lead to truly 
heightened consciousness. 

Pinar seems to be the most visible of the 
reconceptualists, but James Macdonald has 
been credited with coining the term recon- 
ceptualist. Macdonald had argued that cur- 
ricularists were far too concerned with logic 
and rationality in approaching their work, 
and so they often totally ignored the aes- 
thetics of the curriculum.” They needed to 
reconceptualize—to take a new focus—to 
furnish new direction and to deemphasize 
providing practitioners with prescriptive 
formulas for efficiently delivering curricula. 

We might classify the reconceptualists as 
generic theorizers. As Huenecke defines this 
category, generic theorizers focus on the 
outcomes of the curriculum rather than on 
its development or various elements. They 
focus on the cumulative effects of schooling 
on the total person. They thus attend to the 
total educational environment—within both 
the school and the larger society. They 
maintain that we can get a clearer picture of 
educational reality by looking at sources 
outside of education. These curricularists 
would coincide with our reconceptualist and 
humanistic approach to curriculum. 

A theme common to much of the work 
and writings of reconceptualists is libera- 
tion. Some people, who draw heavily from 
existentialism and phenomenology, propose 
that liberation comes from within the per- 
son. Both Macdonald and Pinar recom- 
mend a method of self-analysis by which 
learners can study their own responses to 
life—and, therefore, to educational situa- 
tions." The method for doing this involves: 
(1) recalling and describing the past and 
then analyzing its psychic relation to the 
present; (2) describing one’s imagined fu- 
ture and determining its relation to the 
present; and (3) placing this analytic under- 
standing of one’s education in its cultural 
and political context. We draw from this 
that learning is highly personal and unique 
for each of us. Individuals need a method 
for processing their experiences such that 
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they derive meaning from them and control 
over their lives. 

Others, such as Michael Apple and Paul 
Freire, question the dynamics of power, 
control, and influence.” They raise ques- 
tions about “who is in charge” of the educa- 
tional system—and for what purpose? Who 
controls the type of knowledge that is to be 
experienced in the school? Who controls the 
amount of knowledge that will be presented 
to various groups of students? Who creates 
the criteria that will determine success? How 
do we liberate schools and society from the 
political and economic establishment? Such 
curriculum people are drawing on what 
some call critical theory." 

To the critical theorist, liberation or 
emancipation means freeing one’s self from 
the accepted ideology of current social con- 
ventions, beliefs, and modes of operation. It 
uses theory to get individuals to reflect on 
the current scene and to realize that it needs 
modification. People need to organize so- 
cially so that they will have the power to cre- 
ate new worlds and new societies. Students 
must be empowered by the curriculum to 
question the values of the current social and 
political scene. They are to analyze the cur- 
rent reality and then reflect on those beliefs 
and ideas that contribute to their psycholog- 
ical lives. 

Critical theorists contend that individu- 
als’ places in society result not from their 
free choices, but rather from the actions 
performed by the economically elite who 
control our competitive society. Critical the- 
orists argue that individuals are enslaved in 
our highly capitalist system. People strive to 
obtain meaningless certificates to the point 
that they are more interested in the docu- 
ment than in intelligence. Students, for in- 
stance, are more interested in passing tests 
than in gaining knowledge. The system 
forces us all to be passive recipients of the 
rewards. Critical theorists wish to use theory 
to enable curriculum developers to create 
programs that will free students of this form 
of existence. The main aim is to make stu- 
dents fully aware of themselves and of the 
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fact that society must be altered to allow 
both self-freedom and collective freedom.” 


DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 


Curriculum theorizers, regardless of their 
particular camp, do share a common con- 
cern, namely, to make sense out of human 
experience and human knowledge in order 
to promote in people those competencies, 
skills, understandings, and values that will 
enable them to grow and prosper. As one 
observer indicates, to account for quality in 
human experience is no small task, for such 
experience is an extraordinarily difficult 
thing about which to theorize.” 

In many respects, experience is a vague 
theoretical term—one that really cannot be 
precisely defined or described but which 
nevertheless must be considered. Experi- 
ence designates an amazingly wide and com- 
plex set of human phenomena that taken to- 
gether comprise life. Because experience 
really refers to the totality of life, it is not 
likely that any one theory about the nature 
of experience can guide us. Yet, educators 
are challenged to create curricula that will 
enable individuals to be successful in their 
е experience. 


Curriculum Inquiry. 


Curricularists are confronted with mak- 
ing sense of the world, not only to describe it 
but to manage it in the present and to enter- 
tain and initiate ways of modifying it in the 
future. The reconceptualists have suggested 
that curricularists take on a psychoanalytic 
posture in order to discover their inner 
worlds before describing and guiding their 
outer worlds. Decker Walker, who is clas- 
sified by some as a conceptual curricularist, 
has outlined five questions: 


1. What are the major features of a given cur- 
riculum? 

2. What are the personal and social conse- 
quences that a given curriculum feature elic- 
its? 


3. What accounts for the stability and change in 
curriculum features? 

4. What accounts for people’s judgments of the 
merit or worth of various curriculum fea- 
tures? 

5. What sorts of curriculum features should be 
part of a curriculum designed for a particu- 
lar purpose? 


Walker apparently views curriculum as а 
practical field of study that is to create some 
product that, when experienced by stu- 
dents, will make a difference in their learn- 
ing. However, Walker's concept of a “curric- 
ulum feature” is vague. Perhaps, however, a 
precise conception is not possible because 
there are so many definitions and concep- 
tions of the curriculum. 

To make sense out of the dynamics of the 
curriculum field, curricularists need to 
analyze the total educational environment 
in which experience occurs. ‘This includes 
the school and the outside community. A 
“good” theory of curriculum cannot ignore 
the influence of the surrounding environ- 
ment or the meaning generated by the 
theory will be incomplete. Even when ap- 
proaching curriculum from a global or mac- 
roanalytic stance, however, curricularists 
will not be able to explain the total picture 
or use such theory to control the total edu- 
cational drama. At best, they will be able 
to plan or modify portions of the curricu- 
lum and the environment impacting upon 
them. 


Conceptualizing the Task. 


There is much diversity of thought about 
what curriculum is, what it should be, and 
how it should be theorized. Debate exists, 
too, about what is the unit of analysis in cur- 
riculum theorizing and related research. Is 
it the school district, the school, the class- 
room, or the student? Is it the interacting 
network extant between the school and the 
local community? Is it the content, experi- 
ences, or values we are trying to convey? 

Talk about metaphors relates to the issue 
of conceptualizing the curriculum. A per- 
son’s view of the curriculum will influence 


what he or she thinks to be appropriate ways 
to create it, to deliver it, and to evaluate it. 
Different notions of the curriculum, and 
therefore its development procedures, will 
force curriculum specialists to center on 
new approaches to curriculum. They will 
have to look for new ways to understand 
and assess the delivery of programs. Differ- 
ent views about the purposes and goals of 
education generate various concepts of what 
the curriculum is within the educational 
context. 

Peter Lemish has presented curriculum 
development as action occurring in uncer- 
tainty. His approach to curriculum develop- 
ment has involved parties’ posing problems 
that challenge the apparent operations of 
the school.” Teachers are challenged to 
reflect upon the assumptions, values, and 
meanings of the activities within the school. 
They are challenged to engage in what 
Schwab has called “fluid inquiry’—inquiry 
about the bases, the history of current ac- 
tions, to see if in fact they are still of value. 
Teachers are involved in critical inquiry. 
They question the current scene; they try to 
plot the consequences of their situations. 
From such analyses they have a better idea 
of the curriculum and the roles they and 
their students play in it. 

William Reid has taken a similar posture. 
He explains curricular action as action con- 
cerned with practical uncertain problems. 
Curriculum decision makers realize that 
they really can only control a small portion 
of education; there is much uncertainty.” 
Moreover, they are required to deal with 
this uncertainty to lessen it. The reason for 
such action is not so much to advance the 
field of curriculum as it is to deal with the 
practical aspects of everyday education. 

The task of curriculum theorizers is to 
theorize about the many dimensions of cur- 
riculum. They can theorize about the total 
curriculum field: where the field is going 
and why—its overall dynamics. Or, they can 
theorize on а micro level—about various ele- 
ments or aspects of curriculum—say curric- 
ulum design, curriculum development, or 
curriculum evaluation.” Whether they ap- 
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proach the field of curriculum in its totality 
or they break it down into its major ele- 
ments, a diversity of approaches exists that 
depend on the “mind sets” they bring to the 
inquiry. 


A Balanced Approach to Curriculum 
Theorizing. 


The traditional school of curriculum 
theorizing has been dominant for most of 
this century. Especially in research, this 
school has relied primarily on quantitative 
inquiry. Empirical investigation has been 
the norm, and the classroom has been 
viewed as a laboratory in which variables are 
to be manipulated in a controlled atmos- 
phere. 

Although this type of research is valid in 
the curriculum field, and will add to the 
“polishing” of existing theories, much infor- 
mation can also be gained from qualitative 
inquiry in the schools. Playing “participant 
observers” in classrooms, theorists can note 
the types of materials used, the nature of 
classroom interactions, and the conse- 
quences for learners. Employing methods 
of ethnography, sociology, and history, they 
can ask the key questions: “What do schools 
do?” “What are schools for?” “How do stu- 
dents learn?” 

Curricularists are beginning to realize 
that in order to generate any theories within 
the curriculum realm, they need to discover 
and describe how teachers manage content 
and how students manage school experi- 
ences. If they observe what is occurring they 
will obtain a more accurate sense of educa- 
tion. They will see what is being done re- 
garding the curriculum, and they will begin 
to realize what should be done. 

People in the traditional camp using well- 
established quantitative procedures are still 
influenced by their values and their views of 
the world. This is also true of qualitative re- 
searchers, according to McCutcheon. Be- 
cause many qualitative researchers use a 
phenomenological approach, théy interpret 
events in light of the meanings they bring to 
those events." As Bernice Wolfson states, 
“Each human-being-in-the-world speaks 
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from a unique perspective reflecting a par- 
ticular history, a private construction of the 
world, and a personal set of beliefs and 
values.”” She also notes that persons speak 
in a particular context that exists within a 
certain time frame. Both quantitative and 
qualitative camps are approaching reality 
through their own perspectives—whether 
they are scientific or philosophical, empir- 
ical or aesthetic. 

Qualitative researchers outline stories for 
a variety of purposes. Theorists can use 
these narratives to derive a sense of the field 
of curriculum and to thus behave in particu- 
lar ways. Qualitative efforts can contrast 
what is with what ought to be. 

The focus of most, if not all, of this cur- 
riculum research is to discover useful ge- 
neric principles. But focusing on the total 
field often only gives information accurate 
at the general level, not at the specific 
level—for example, a particular subject or 
grade level. 

To get a picture of a particular subject or 
grade, theorists need to engage in action re- 
search, which is done in the classroom by 
teachers faced with particular problems. 
The value of action research is not judged 
by whether a new general principle is for- 
mulated, but rather by whether the “guide- 
line” deduced from such research will lead 
to improved classroom practice. 

Curriculum specialists Gordon MacKen- 
zie and Hilda Taba involved teachers in the 
research process. They guided teachers to 
observe their classrooms and to gather data 
that would enable them to conclude what 
were promising procedures and meaningful 
arrangements of content.” Even though 
many teachers do not have extensive formal 
backgrounds in curriculum design and cur- 
riculum development, they are still confron- 
ted with making curriculum decisions daily. 
Increasingly, researchers are recognizing 
that teachers are, or at least have the poten- 
tial to be, meaningful theorists and re- 
searchers in their own right. Ideally, 
teachers and scholars in curriculum will be- 
gin to work more and more as team mem- 
bers concerned with advancing the field of 


curriculum and delivering effective pro- 
grams to students. 


CONCLUSION 


In this chapter we discussed the state of cur- 
riculum theory. We presented the nature of 
theory by outlining the various types of 
theory possible and the different functions 
that theory could serve. It is not likely that 
total agreement about the nature and pur- 
pose of theory will be forthcoming in the 
near future. Hopefully, there is some level 
of agreement about the steps necessary for 
theorizing. The first step is conceivably the 
greatest challenge: to come to some kind of 
agreement about what terms to use. Until 
theorists have some consensus on the mean- 
ing of major terms in curriculum, they are 
going to be hard pressed to produce many 
theories of high utility. 

Although the “slipperiness” of terms has 
perhaps prevented a dominant curriculum 
theory from arising from the field, models 
depicting the curriculum and из various 
components are certainly not lacking. We 
presented several in this chapter to give 
readers a “feel” for the diversity of opinion, 
as well as to note the common elements that 
draw the attention of curricularists. 

Common curricular elements do interest 
theorists, but they nonetheless still have di- 
verse approaches to theorizing. Some of 
them are traditionalists, others are concep- 
tual empiricists, and still others are recon- 
ceptualists. But even these classifications are 
not firm. Theorists can also be substantive 
theorizers, generic theorizers, or structural 
theorizers. 

Where do we go from here? What is the 
future of curriculum theory? Some theorists 
will likely continue to study curriculum 
from a macro perspective, and others from 
a micro perspective. Regardless of ap- 
proach, a balance will be needed; not only а 
balance of approach, but also а balance 
among the types of professionals involved in 
theorizing and a balance among сиггісшаг- 
ists in schools, colleges, universities, and 
even in state, regional, and federal agencies. 
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chapter 12 


CURRICULUM ISSUES AND TRENDS 


Various trends and events that have im- 
pacted curriculum in recent years are likely 
to continue to impact it in the near future. 
Many issues related to these trends confront 
curriculum workers, and they are all impor- 
tant in their own right. In this chapter, we 
raise questions about four broad curriculum 
issues: (1) censored curriculum; (2) com- 
pensatory curriculum; (3) irrelevant curric- 
ulum; and (4) emerging curriculum. The 
latter can be further divided into three 
topics: sex education, multicultural educa- 
tion, and handicapped education. 


CENSORED CURRICULUM 


A certain amount of curriculum censorship 
has always existed, not as a matter of policy 
or law, but rather as a customary practice. 
During the eighteenth and nineteenth cen- 


turies, content in curriculum was restricted 
to traditional American values that centered 
around the family, church, work, and na- 
tion. Textbooks portrayed, according to au- 
thorities, the Puritan morality, work ethic, 
individualism, achievement,! American pa- 
triotism, and the melting pot theme.’ 

As late as the mid twentieth century, his- 
tory, civics, and English literature textbooks 
barely included—or even excluded—such 
topics as poor people, immigrants, minori- 
ties, women, and organized labor. Many 
even ignored our Democratic presidents. In 
a strict sense, the curriculum was not cen- 
sored. Rather, it only included information 
educators considered appropriate. Readers 
or textbooks presented an idealistic Ameri- 
can society with traditional, patriotic, and 
majority core values. Information consid- 
ered too sensitive or too controversial was 
simply excluded. This policy elicited no fan- 
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fare ог controversy—just occasional criti- 
cism. The problem was, however, that some 
of the content in the textbooks was racist 
and sexist. It mirrored what has been called 
a “hidden curriculum’—the interests of 
dominant groups. 

Today, publishers exercise self-censor- 
ship to appease dissenting factions and to 
avoid alienating pressure groups. As a mat- 
ter of practical concern, textbook editors 
must have a keen sense of the educational 
marketplace and they must be highly cogni- 
zant of a variety of pressure groups. Like 
other businesspeople, publishers attend to 
what their customers want, and they are 
sensitive to the wishes of textbook selection 
committees.’ Current data show that all the 
major textbook companies conform to the 
preferences of the larger educational mar- 
kets—the most populous states, such as 
California, Illinois, New York (which to- 
gether accounted for more than 23 percent 
of the total national expenditure on curricu- 
lum materials in one recent year)'—or to the 
major adoption states—California, Texas, 
and Florida.* These few states greatly im- 
pact the books available for study in other 
states; most other school systems have little 
choice but to go along with the dictates, 
specifications, and price maintenance of a 
handful of school systems in a few states. 


Recent Censorship. 


As the 1970s unfolded, covert censorship 
changed to overt censorship, and criticism 
began to mount. Widely publicized textbook 
battles and school library book battles 
fanned censorship flames in many parts of 
the country. Kanawha County, West Vir- 
ginia, was one of the first places where com- 
munity groups successfully banned books. 
The outcome was that no text or curriculum 
would be supported if it: (1) raised ques- 
tions about the sanctity of the family; (2) 
questioned belief in a Supernatural Being 
or fostered religious disbelief; (3) encour- 
aged skepticism or attacked the laws of the 
nation, state, or local community; (4) criti- 
cized the free enterprise system; (5) fostered 


anti-Americanism or disrespect toward tra- 
ditional American values; or (6) implied that 
formal rules of grammar were inappropri- 
аге. 

Community groups in different states fo- 
cused on issues of concern in their respec- 
tive states. In Florida, the issue was sex edu- 
cation programs; in Indiana and New 
Jersey, it was obscene language; in Illinois, 
Ohio, and New York, the issue was racial 
(criticism from both blacks and whites de- 
pending on the particular books); in Rhode 
Island, the issue involved the danger of 
overpopulation and its religious implica- 
tions; and in California and in many parts of 
the South, the issue was creationism versus 
evolution. Antireligious or nonreligious 
books raised other issues involving separa- 
tion of church and state.’ 

More recently, a zealous husband and 
wife team in Texas organized a school book 
censorship group known as “Educational 
Research Analysts.” By tirelessly cam- 
paigning across the state and elsewhere the 
group has successfully pressured many 
schools—through their parent groups—to 
ban certain books alleged to instill disrespect 
for American values, the family, and 
church. Similarly, in the twenty-two “adop- 
tion” states that prepare lists of instructional 
materials mandated or recommended for 
use in the public schools, the trend is 
growing to “limit what students shall read.” 

The ban on books, which has spread to 
school libraries, curriculum councils, and 
classrooms across the country, has involved 
all types of school districts: suburban and 
city; rich and poor; predominantly minority 
and predominantly white, and so on. 
Various community groups, parent groups, 
and taxpayer groups involved with censor- 
ship concerns have exhibited different 
“zones of tolerance,” ranging from heated 
school-community conflicts and serious 
watch-dog committees to mild пемѕрарег 
editorials and questions at PTA meetings. 

Today, almost any book that contains ро- 
litical or economic messages, obscenity, зе% 
nudity, profanity, slang or questionable 
English, ethnic or racially sensitive material, 


or that is considered by a pressure group as 
antifamily, antireligious, or anti-American is 
subject to possible censorship. The list of 
books for potential censorship has included: 
Madame Bovary, Soul on Ice, Grapes of Wrath, 
Mary Poppins, Catcher in the Rye, and even 
such classics as Shakespeare’s Hamlet and 
Mark Twain’s Huckleberry Finn.’ 

Caught in the middle of book-censoring 
controversies are publishers of school texts 
and materials, who are forced to compro- 
mise; boards of education, both state and lo- 
cal, who are pressed by special-interest 
groups to censor books; and librarians, 
teachers, and school administrators, who 
are afraid to stir citizen wrath. On one side 
are some parents and other community 
members, who contend that certain pas- 
sages or pictures in textbooks or library 
books are warping traditional American or 
community values that should be “incul- 
cated” in students; on the other side are ad- 
vocates of intellectual freedom and most ed- 
ucation associations, who say that schools 
and libraries should be forums for ideas that 
students can question and examine. 

In general, the current community- 
school conflict over censorship has several 
causes. One is the schools’ unwillingness to 
recognize the role of the community in se- 
lecting books. A second is the schools’ inabil- 
ity to define or clarify the community’s role 
in the selection process. A third cause is that 
certain community groups may Бе 
overzealous in pushing their ideas on other 
parents and public institutions. 

One way to deal with this confrontation is 
to recognize the citizens’ reasons for con- 
cern and their right to express views about 
the merit and appropriateness of the school 
curriculum and materials. Such concerns 
should be communicated to school authori- 
ties and responded to promptly and profes- 
sionally. Censorship battles will continue, 
but appropriate selection policies with well- 
defined procedures worked out in advance 
by school and community representatives 
should alleviate some of the fury that has 
erupted in the past over curriculum materi- 
als and textbooks. 
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COMPENSATORY CURRICULUM 


A massive movement into compensatory ed- 
ucation, begun in the 1960s and 1970s, was 
designed to overcome the educational (and 
to some extent social апа psychological) 
deficiencies or disadvantages of lower-class 
and minority children. The movement was 
widespread and intense; it took on more 
than just bandwagon status. Nonetheless, 
surprisingly little mention is made of this 
trend in other curriculum texts. 

The various programs and projects can 
be categorized by target population (kinder- 
garten through college, student or teacher), 
treatment (remedial, enrichment, and thera- 
peutic), service (curricula, instructional, 
counseling, school-wide, and community), 
setting (urban and rural), and policy (local, 
regional, state, апа national).'’ Most com- 
pensatory programs were experimental or 
additive, and were not designed for funda- 
mental or system-wide reform. They oper- 
ated from the theoretical premises that 
cognitive, social, and psychological develop- 
ment are mainly the consequence of envi- 
ronmental influences, and that improving 
the environment of the child can reverse 
whatever learning deficits exist. Most com- 
pensatory programs and projects stressed 
enriching experiences at home and in 
school, and making changes in the formal 
curriculum to meet the special needs and 
problems of the child. Beginning with the 
Johnson administration, special personnel 
and services were usually funded by the fed- 
eral government, under Title I of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA). Chapter I was introduced (to re- 
place Title I) by the Reagan administration. 


Programs and Practices. 


Following is an overview of the major 
compensatory activities. They emphasize 
curriculum and related methods апа in- 
structional strategies. 


1. Infant Education. Research indicates that 
parent-child and family interactions are ex- 
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tremely important influences on children’s 
cognitive and school development. Many in- 
fant education and parental programs that 
evolved stress various auditory, visual, and 
motor activities. They encourage proper 
nourishment for the children. They also 
help the mother teach her child at home, by 
altering her language and interaction tech- 
niques with her child, to improve family sta- 
bility. 

Early Childhood Education. Operations 
Headstart and Follow-Through are the most 
well-known programs under this category. 
Headstart attempts to help disadvantaged 
children achieve “readiness” for first grade. 
Follow-Through concentrates on sustaining 
the readiness and supplementing whatever 
gains are made by the children who partici- 
pate in Headstart. Because environmental- 
ists and compensatory advocates emphasize 
counteracting disadvantaged children’s cog- 
nitive deficiencies as early as possible, a great 
deal of school money and effort were de- 
voted to early childhood programs. 


‚ Basic-skill Programs. Poor academic achieve- 


ment is linked to inabilities in basic reading 
and language areas. More than half of the 
compensatory programs, regardless of grade 
level, deal directly with improving reading 
and language skills using various materials, 
methods, and personnel. New readers and 
new technologies were developed, and a va- 
riety of individualized and small group 
methods were introduced that emphasized 
basic-skill acquisition. 

Materials and Media. Basic readers, work- 
books, and textbooks have been revised to 
make them more relevant to the experiences 
and interests of disadvantaged children. The 
all-white, middle-class world of library and 
school books has been replaced by one re- 
plete with multicultural and multiethnic ma- 
terials. The media have also been updated to 
include more culturally “relevant,” remedial, 
and audio-visual aides. 


Instructional Packages and Approaches. A variety 
of kits containing multisensory, diagnostic, 
and detailed materials and programs have 
been developed. They include lesson unit 
plans and programs that consist of various in- 
dividualized, self-instructional, and self- 
paced activities. Most are extensive and care- 
fully designed; they stress mastery learning, 
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direct instruction, continuous learning, and 
other behaviorist and teacher-directed ap- 
proaches. In addition, the use of such lan- 
guage laboratories, programmed materials 
and machines, instructional television, and 
computer-aided devices for purposes of 
teaching basic skills has sharply increased. 
Guidance and Counseling Programs. Various 
social, psychological, and vocational services 
have been provided for disadvantaged chil- 
dren as well. Social workers, psychologists, 
and community aides have been involved in 
bridging the gap between school and home. 
Parent involvement in counseling and men- 
tal health programs has been encouraged, 
too. 

Tutoring Programs. Individual and small- 
group tutoring programs have been greatly 
augmented. This has involved both volun- 
teer and paid student tutors, as well as volun- 
teer and paid community people and aides. 
At the public school level the programs usu- 
ally also provide a positive older student or 
adult model. Many schools have also devel- 
oped after-school programs and summer 
programs to provide extensive instruction 
and assistance in basic subjects and cultural 
enrichment. 

Auxiliary School Personnel. The recruitment 
and training of teacher aides and para- 
professionals, along with nonpaid volun- 
teers, have increased in some, schools. The 
emphasis is on employing low-income adults 
from the local community to reduce the 
student-adult classroom ratio, enhance 
school-community relations, and provide 


jobs to improve the economy in low-income 


neighborhoods. 

Parent-linkage Programs. Parents have been 
encouraged to volunteer as teacher aides in 
classrooms and schools to help teachers per- 
form instructional, clerical, and supervisor 
tasks. They have also been urged to acquire 
skills to help their children with homework 
and other basic-skill activities at home. Par- 
ents have been encouraged to attend on a 
regular basis parent-teacher meetings aimed 
at improving their children’s learning, to join 
parent clubs (usually on grade levels) and 
parent associations (usually school-wide), 
and to participate in various advisory com- 
mittees to enhance school-community rela- 
tions. When parents are unable to visit the 
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school, teachers апа social workers have 
made home visitations to improve communi- 
cation and collaboration between parents 
and school officials. 

School Organization. Many schools serving the 
disadvantaged have received funding for a 
variety of organizational plans ranging from 
extended school days and extended school 
years to flexible scheduling, team teaching, 
nongraded programs, and open classrooms. 


‚ Community-centered Programs. The curriculum 


has been expanded to include several 
community-centered programs that provide 
a place: for community recreation, leisure, 
and fun activities; for expressive art, music, 
and drama activities; for influencing and 
enhancing community policy related to 
housing, health, and legal aid; for devel- 
oping social-welfare and mutual aid pro- 
grams; and for extending vocational, citizen- 
ship, and continuing education. In this 
connection, the school has also been ex- 
tended to include afternoon, evening, week- 
end, and summer hours. 


‚ Dropout Prevention and Vocational Programs. 


Along with vocational and career education 
a number of programs have aimed at pre- 
venting students from dropping out. Nu- 
merous work-study programs, on-the-job 
training programs, and financial incentives 
have been offered. Some of these programs 
have been incorporated into the regular 
school program; others have been offered in 
special centers; some in the daytime, others 
in the evening or summer. The most noted 
of these programs have involved neighbor- 
hood youth corps manpower development 
and training programs, and community- 
action programs. 

Higher Education Programs. Special programs 
in this area include: (1) identifying students 
of college potential and enriching their 
learning experiences; (2) accepting lower ac- 
ademic scores for college admission; (3) 
using admission criteria that allow open en- 
rollment, eliminate test-performance data, 
and credit life experiences; (4) providing 
transitions to increase the probability for 
success for disadvantaged youth admitted 
into college; examples are summer pro- 
grams, tutoring, reduced course loads, and 
remedial courses; and (5) providing special 
scholarships, loans, work-study opportuni- 
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ties, and jobs based on financial need and mi- 
nority status. 

Adult Education. The most rapidly growing 
sector in education is adult education. Much 
of the focus is on illiterate adults and others 
who need training in basic job skills and citi- 
zenship education, Programs are usually of- 
fered at public schools, libraries, community 
colleges, private industries, and special cen- 
ters located in various parts of cities and met- 
ropolitan areas." 


Problems and Prospects. 
Much of the effort during the first two 


decades (1960s to 1970s) of compensatory 
education was shown to be ineffective in 
raising the cognitive levels of disadvantaged 
students. Basically, four failure trends 
emerged: 


1 


4. 


. In many of the best-known апа heavily 


funded programs, such as Headstart and 
Follow-Through, no significant differences 
showed in learning between the target chil- 
dren and matched controlled groups. 


. In the early stages of compensatory funding, 


input increments had a discernible effect, 
but they gradually diminished until input 
was wasted because there was virtually no in- 
crease in output. The conclusion was that the 
programs had reached а “flat area’”—less 
output in relation to input, or even worse, no 
return. 


. Longitudinal studies of several programs 


also revealed a “fade out” process—that is, 
the early gains made by these youngsters (if 
any) eventually leveled off and, after a few 
years of schooling, were equivalent to gains 
made by those without such funding. 

Many so-called “successes” were generally 
based not on hard data, but on impressions 
and testimonies (in many cases suspect). 
When evaluated on the basis of measurable 
data, most of these programs proved to be 
ineffective. For example, of the more than 
1200 projects evaluated in the early 1970s, 
and originally judged to be successful, only 
ten were found to be effective on the basis of 
statistical reanalysis," 


The same problems were exhibited in the 
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late 1970s and early 1980s, when several 
well-publicized апа so-called outstanding 
early-childhood programs were analyzed 
and proved to have limited cognitive out- 
comes despite early claims of success. Some 
programs tended to be subject to “fade out” 
within a few years; others had no data avail- 
able with which to verify successes or to con- 
duct critical reviews in scientific journals." 
What educators experienced in the early 
Stages of compensatory programs was real- 
ity. Intervention efforts of a few hours a day 
in one or two school years could not com- 
pensate for several years of impoverish- 
ment, despite the claims of many environ- 
mentalists апа behaviorists of the 19605." 

In general, compensatory education has 
been criticized for: (1) its hasty planning 
and piecemeal approach; (2) its mismanage- 
ment and misappropriation of funds; (3) its 
dependence on unethical grantspeople who 
justify their conduct on the basis that “ev- 
eryone does it”; (4) the large consultant fees 
charged for unaccomplished or shoddy 
work; (5) its use of inadequately trained per- 
sonnel at the state and local levels; (6) the 
high salaries it pays people at the adminis- 
trative levels; (7) its disregard for and lack 
of teacher participation; (8) its vague objec- 
tives; (9) its poor evaluation procedures; 
and (10) the increased quantity of services it 
substitutes for change in the quality or con- 
tent of the program." 

In addition, opponents have criticized 
the attitude of educators that the money was 
there for them to give away even if they ex- 
pected no real benefits. Lawmakers who al- 
locate funds for compensatory programs 
have become increasingly concerned about 
putting money into areas in which little 
worth has been empirically shown. 

Advocates of compensatory spending 
claim that most of these problems can be 
remedied over time, and that the real prob- 
lem is the concern that disadvantaged chil- 
dren will not succeed. Americans are obli- 
gated to find solutions that will reach these 
children and provide them with the neces- 
sary equality of opportunities. Moreover, 
advocates contend that, in most instances: 


(1) money was made available in such haste 
that the quality of planning and develop- 
ment was limited; (2) many programs have 
been operative for too brief a period to be 
effectively evaluated; (3) many programs 
were funded at insufficient levels; and (4) 
some student successes have been reported 
in the affective domain.” 

A number of recent studies have 
identified the characteristics of successful 
compensatory programs: (1) clearly stated 
goals and objectives; (2) reductions in adult/ 
child ratios; (3) a climate of high (but also 
realistic) expectations for students: (4) struc- 
tured and step-by-step learning approaches; 
(5) matching instruction to children’s needs; 
(6) emphasis оп basic-skill instruction; (7) 
greater time spent on tasks; (8) more fre- 
quent monitoring of student progress; (9) 
greater parental involvement; and (10) ap- 
propriate staff development and teacher in- 
servicing." 

What seems to work, to some extent, is a 
compensatory program that provides teach- 
ers with positive expectations of students, 
and technical assistance and support. This 
program’s institutional activities provide 
direct instruction and mastery-learning op- 
portunities—that is, prescriptive and diag- 
nostic approaches, emphasis оп basic-skill 
acquisition, monitoring of student progress, 
and prompt student feedback. Carl Bereiter 
writes: “The kind of research that holds out 
the most promise for giving direction to 
compensatory education is not research on 
the nature of educational disadvantagement 
but research on the nature of instruction.” 

Also, the programs that exhibit the most 
promise tend to be well organized and tar- 
geted toward preschool and primary grade 
children.” This approach coincides with tra- 
ditional and technical data, which suggest 
that environmental influences and interven- 
tion are especially critical in early stages of 
human development, because the most 
rapid period of cognitive development, ac- 
cording to Benjamin Bloom, is in the initial 
years (50 percent by age 4)." The trouble is, 
however, that most compensatory education 
programs do not exhibit positive findings 


because they are not well organized, and be- 
cause changes in human characteristics are 
not easy to effect. 

As we approach the 1990s, then, the 
question is to what extent compensatory 
funding will increase or decrease. Federal 
monies for education decreased approxi- 
mately 33 percent between 1980 and 1985, 
after twenty years of uninterrupted іп- 
creases (from $1.7 in 1960 to $25.6 billion in 
1980), a reflection of the “new federalism,” 
which reduces federal funding in education 
and shifts most education responsibilities to 
the states. Note however, that during the 
same five year period, compensatory fund- 
ing increased in actual dollars—from $2.9 to 
$3.7 billion annually.” This increase reflects 
successful pressure from minority and lib- 
eral groups and from the educational estab- 
lishment in general. Whether these groups 
will continue to experience success in the fu- 
ture is difficult to predict, given the 
increasing trend toward cost effectiveness in 
education. Moreover, the present stress on 
excellence in education may plague com- 
pensatory policy in the future, especially if 
the pursuit of quality education becomes a 
code word for a retreat from equality. 


IRRELEVANT CURRICULUM 


Almost everyone likes to criticize the 
schools. And such critics often claim that the 
curriculum is irrelevant in some way or an- 
other. When people say that the curriculum 
is irrelevant, they often mean either that it 
does not meet the needs of the social situa- 
tion or the students and so the subject mat- 
ter needs to be modified. Such a broad view 
permits educators to consider the irrelevant 
curriculum in several ways: (1) The curricu- 
lum is fixed or not relevant to society, which 
suggests that the sweep of change in society 
is more rapid than that in curriculum; (2) 
the curriculum is antiseptic, which connotes 
that the materials or textbooks are divorced 
from the students’ sense of reality; and (3) 
the curriculum is trivial, which implies that 
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its facts and figures are remote, meaning- 
less, and/or nonessential to students. 


The Fixed Curriculum. 


This interpretation suggests that a rela- 
tionship exists between changes in society 
and changes in the curriculum. It is rooted 
in Dewey's interpretation of the curriculum 
as experience, which links curriculum to the 
importance of perpetuating, transferring, 
and reconstructing society. “The scheme of 
a curriculum must take into account . . . the 
intention of improving the life we live in 
common so that the future shall be better 
than the past,” asserted Dewey. This idea 
suggests that the cumulative knowledge and 
total culture of society must be reflected in 
the curriculum, what such reconstruction- 
ists as B. Othanel Smith and his colleagues 
called curriculum as race experience. They 
wrote: “The curriculum is always [or should 
be], in every society, a reflection of what the 
people think, believe, and до... [А] univer- 
sal relationship [exists] between the curricu- 
lum and the culture of a society.” 

The idea that the curriculum had become 
static or fixed was proclaimed by another 
early reconstructionist as well. In 1939, 
Harold Benjamin described a society whose 
curriculum was based on perennial beliefs— 
dating back to the Paleolithic era. The wise 
men of society argued that “the essence of 
true education is timeless . . . something that 
endures through changing conditions like a 
solid rock standing squarely and firmly in 
the middle of a raging torrent.” Benja- 
min’s message was simple: Eventually the 
curriculum became outdated. 

Today’s explosion of knowledge, and the 
swiftness of change, underscore the need 
for curricula to be relevant. Some educators 
have contended that a curriculum can be- 
come obsolete every few years. This claim is 
based on the facts that knowledge increases 
exponentially and that the rate of obsoles- 
cence of scientific knowledge equals that of 
an automobile.” This premise is somewhat 
questionable, however, because it assumes 
that the explosion of knowledge can go on 
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indefinitely, and it does not consider that 
trends change or that the rate of change 
varies over time. Moreover, it considers our 
resources to be limited. 

The effects of the knowledge explosion 
on curriculum are tempered by the fact that 
new knowledge is assimilated as existing 
knowledge is revised and modified to ac- 
commodate it. In the same vein, new subject 
matter is systematically incorporated into 
existing subject matter, and new teaching 
and learning methods are fused with ex- 
isting methods to produce new instructional 
approaches. These curriculum and instruc- 
tional processes are continuous, and to some 
extent reflect new knowledge in the social 
sciences. In assessing the onrush of new 
knowledge, Orlosky and Smith contend that 
as “knowledge continually expands so does 
the curriculum. Old areas grow and new 
ones emerge. . . . These developments give 
rise to new perspectives, new goals,” and, if 
we may add, new content. Indeed, if schools 
are to maintain their health and vitality, the 
curriculum cannot remain fixed in a world 
of change. 


The Antiseptic Curriculum. 


An antiseptic curriculum is safe and ster- 
ile; it does not deal with student or societal 
reality. The stories, characters, and illustra- 
tions in reading material tend to be one- 
dimensional or monolithic, not multicul- 
tural (in terms of ethnicity, religion, sex, 
and class). 

The term antiseptic curriculum was first 
used to describe basic readers in the 1960s— 
when they were considered to be irrelevant to 
the social realities and culture of disadvan- 
taged (minority and low-income) groups. 
These readers portrayed an almost exclu- 
sively white and middle-class world, and they 
treated the few minorities they did include as 
exotic or different—not part of the American 
landscape. The Indians, for example, were 
called “Big Horn” or “Shining Star,” and ped- 
dlers or organ grinders wore red scarves, not 
ties, and ragged clothes, not suits. Their ap- 
pearances or names were typically Italian, 


Greek, or Polish. When “Dick and Jane” or 
“Johnnie” visited their grandmothers in the 
South, or in the country, either no mention 
was made of blacks or one black boy might be 
inserted in the background. Yellow or dark 
people were depicted in the illustrations for 
the stories about China, India, and Africa, 
but they were always different in appearance 
and custom. Women were usually portrayed 
as mothers, nurses, or teachers, and religion 
was rarely mentioned except, perhaps, in re- 
lation tochurch attendance on Sunday morn- 
ings. In short, these readers were presented 
with a monocultural view of our society. Put 
in different words, in 1960, approximately 
6.5 million nonwhite children were learning 
to read books that either scarcely mentioned 
them, or omitted them entirely. 

According to Fantini and Weinstein, life 
was depicted in these books in terms of 
“happy, neat, wealthy, white people whose 
intact and loving families live only in clean, 
grassy suburbs. ... Ethnic groups compris- 
ing so much of our population are often 
omitted,” or else they are included under 
“units as ‘Children From Other Lands.’ "= 
Fantini and Weinstein concluded that these 
books had no relationship to the culture or 
reality of the disadvantaged child. 

Otto Klienberg was more outspoken in 
his review of the most popular readers of 
the period. Americans, when illustrated, 
were almost exclusively white and blonde, 
were relatively comfortable financially (but 
not wealthy); were nicely dressed; lived in 
clean, pleasant homes with nice furniture; 
and provided their children with toys, bicy- 
cles, and spending money.” Every family 
had a father and mother at home, and usu- 
ally a grandmother or grandfather to visit. 
The parents always had time to take their 
sons to ballgames or their daughters shop- 
ping, or to take both children on train rides 
to visit relatives, on car rides to learn about 
farmers, or to the seashore on family 
vacations. In summary, life in America was 
portrayed through a white, middle-class 
lens; life was comfortable, frustrations were 
rare, and people were invariably generous, 
kind, honest, and hardworking. Other kinds 


of people did live in the world, and some of 


them may have had problems, but they lived 
far away, and had no place in the American 
scene. For Klienberg, the basic readers dis- 
played both “ethnocentrism” and “ѕосіоесо- 
nomic-centrism.™ Critics argued that the 
great distance between the schools’ curricula 
and reality for minority and poor children 
contributed to their academic failure. 

Most of these abuses were corrected by 
the late 1960s to the extent that Harry 
Passow could summarize the instructional 
materials as being: (1) multiracial, multieth- 
nic, and multisocial class; (2) urban-oriented 
rather than suburban or rural; (3) historic- 
ally and culturally accurate regarding the 
contributions of various minority groups; 
(4) nationally and internationally pluralistic; 
and (5) positive in the treatment of emerg- 
ing and third-world nations.” 

‘Today, readers, workbooks, and text- 
books unquestionably exclude racial, ethnic, 
religious, and sexual stereotyping. Obscen- 
ity, violence, and sexual topics are still gen- 
erally avoided, as are such unpleasant issues 
as disease and death. Story characters and 
pictures tend to be well represented by ma- 
jor racial and ethnic groups, including the 
handicapped and elderly. Girls now rarely 
play with dolls, and women are depicted as 
airplane pilots, police officers, construction 
workers, lawyers, and doctors. Blacks, His- 
panics, and other traditional minorities have 
professional and managerial jobs. Minori- 
ties are not basketball players or musicians, 
unless surrounded by a host of whites, and 
boys rarely play baseball—and least not 
without girls.” 

Finding good literature, or good texts, 
that meet all these requirements (and many 
more) is difficult. To accommodate some of 
the new criteria, many classic works of liter- 
ature have been eliminated from the curric- 
ulum, and many bland texts and instruc- 
tional materials have been included. “The 
idea is to please all and offend none [and 
thus] many textbooks [and related materi- 
als] have no clear point of view.” Although 
many new books portray the majority and 
minority populace more accurately, how- 
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ever, they remain sterile and safe; they tac- 
Шу perpetuate the antiseptic curriculum. 
This, in turn, can lead to student boredom. 
Considering that readers, workbooks, and/ 
or textbooks have become the basis for cur- 
riculum and classroom instruction and that 
they represent 70 to 95 percent of the total 
curriculum program (depending оп the 
subject), this is a serious problem indeed." 


The Trivial Curriculum. 


A trivial curriculum is one that empha- 
sizes rote learning and irrelevant facts and 
figures that teachers must insist that stu- 
dents learn. Teachers may ask students, for 
example, to memorize a good deal of nones- 
sential and meaningless information, such 
as the names of all the American presidents 
in order, the capital of each state, the prod- 
ucts of Brazil, the lines to the “Highway- 
man” or the “Rhyme of the Ancient Mari- 
ner,” or the coefficient of an angle. This 
type of teaching and learning is almost use- 
less, and it occurs at the expense of impor- 
tant academic time that could be utilized 
more efficiently by introducing significant 
content. 

Most students have had facts and figures 
drummed into them repeatedly during 
their school careers, perhaps even in col- 
lege. Most of them cannot remember what 
they memorized for their last exams, much 
less what they memorized a year or more 
ago. More than 75 percent of various kinds 
of facts learned in a subject is forgotten over 
a twelve-month period of time.” For a single 
lecture, as contrasted with a whole course, 
retention over one hour is also unimpres- 
sive—as low as 60 percent.” Obviously, the 
drop-off or loss of retention differs for stu- 
dents with varying ability. Bright students 
retain more than slow students, and college 
students do better than elementary school 
students. For content, what is perceived by 
the learner as trivial material—useless, arbi- 
trary or disconnected—the ability to recall 
data declines very rapidly—often within 
minutes. 

David Ausubel makes a critical distinction 
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between rote and meaningful learning. He 
argues that, to the extent that instruction 
concerns simple rote learning and meaning- 
less data, the curriculum is essentially птеје- 
vant to the learner, and little is learned.” In 
contrast to memorizing a host of facts or 
words (for a short period of time), meaning- 
ful learning takes place if the curriculum re- 
lates to what the learner already knows, 
deems personally useful, and considers rele- 
vant to his or her personal experience. 

If trivial facts and figures have little value 
or relevance to adults, how can we expect 
them to have meaning for children? Infor- 
mation—including the names of the Ameri- 
can presidents, state capitals, coffee beans, 
sonnets, and quadratic equations—can have 
meaning to students, if it can be related to 
existing ideas in the students’ cognitive and 
affective backgrounds, or if it can be sub- 
sumed within existing mental and personal 
structures. If data are learned only as ran- 
dom facts, or only because of the dictates of 
the formal curriculum, students’ memory- 
storing processes will be limited and what 
they remember will be remote апа arbi- 
trary. 

Using satire, Harmin and Simon 
illustrate how teaching facts can dominate 
the entire curriculum, and how educators’ 
misplaced ingenuity can stifle real learning. 
Their scenario takes place during “the year 
the schools began teaching the telephone di- 
rectory” to the seventh grade.” Each sev- 
enth grade teacher, working in conjunction 
with his or her immediate supervisor, was 
responsible for developing appropriate 
methods to make this memorization task 
easier. The students began from A to Z: 
“Мас is Gregory Arnold’s phone num- 
ber?’ asked the teacher. ‘Who lives at 174 N. 
Maple? ”™ (Everyone knew because it was 
the principal's address.) The task continued, 
with frequent quizzes, a midterm through 
M, and a final exam at Z: “Oh the cram ses- 
sions which were organized by eager 
mothers, the withheld allowances which 
were used as bludgeons, the diligent study- 
ing which went on! Never before did so 
many telephone numbers, addresses, and 


names get committed to so many memo- 
ries.” 

Students who did not learn the phone 
book were labeled as slow learners and were 
placed in remedial classes the following 
term. In general, the telephone directory 
curriculum was deemed a success and was 
admired by the entire community. It was 
even extended down to the sixth and fifth 
grades the following year. То integrate sub- 
ject matter, sixth graders were required to 
memorize the Paris, France, telephone di- 
rectory as well. To make learning more rele- 
vant, fifth graders were also assigned the lo- 
cal community directory. New seventh 
graders were assigned the “exciting” task of 
learning the state capitol directory. 

Although Harmin and Simon’s criticism 
is directed at reforming the curriculum, 
their wit has implications for the way teach- 
ers still require students to commit to mem- 
ory much trivial information. The real issue 
is how educators can help students move 
from memorizing random facts to devel- 
oping useful concepts and problem-solving 
skills. Learning useless or arbitrary facts in 
isolation—a_ process that characterizes a 
good deal of classroom activity—is not con- 
ducive to real learning; that is, to concept 
thinking or problem solving. At best, a triv- 
ial curriculum can encourage students with 
good memories to retrieve information, in 
order to please the teacher or pass an exam- 
ination. But computers can now do a better 
job of retrieving information than students. 
Learners must instead be taught to think 
and solve problems. 


EMERGING CURRICULUM 


An emerging curriculum is one that is 
evolving currently, or has evolved in the ге- 
cent past, and that constitutes new curricu- 
lum content and areas of study. These areas 
of study are innovative; they break from tra- 
ditional subject matter, and they reflect so- 
cial and political changes. An emerging cur- 
riculum tends to be learner-oriented and 
value-oriented; it tends to implement what 


is relevant or important for the period that 
is emerging. 

The first authority to identify the 
“emerging” curriculum by name was Gail 
Inlow, who identified five such curricula for 
the early 1970s: (1) mental health educa- 
tion; (2) educational creativity; (3) sex edu- 
cation; (4) drug-abuse education; and (5) 
black studies." Inlow also examined innova- 
tive content in traditional subject matter 
fields and noted that the issue between what 
is emerging or traditional really boiled 
down to the old question: “What knowledge 
is of most worth?” He maintained that tradi- 
tional subject matter was too formal, that it 
overemphasized the abstract and theoreti- 
cal, and that it was not sensitive to changes 
in society, or what he called “present reali- 
ties.” He failed to point out, however, that 
the opposite criticism could be made about 
the emerging subject matter; that is, it was 
too informal and that, in its desire to be rele- 
vant, it overlooked major hierarchies of 
learning, such as abstract and theoretical 
content. 

In his statement of what constitutes a bal- 
anced curriculum for secondary education, 
William Van Til listed sixteen emerging 
areas of study: (1) war, peace, and interna- 
tional relations; (2) overpopulation, pollu- 
tion, and energy; (3) economic options and 
problems; (4) governmental processes; (5) 
consumer problems; (6) intercultural rela- 
tions; (7) world views; (8) recreation and lei- 
sure; (9) arts and aesthetics; (10) self- 
understanding and personal development; 
(11) family, peer group, and school; (12) 
health; (13) community living; (14) voca- 
tions; (15) communication; and (16) alterna- 
tive futures. Van Til maintained that even 
though the secondary school маѕ still 
subject-centered, the curriculum needed to 
be “opened,” and personal and future alter- 
natives needed to be considered. 

Writing during the early 1980s, Allan 
Ornstein identified ten emerging subject 
areas: (1) career education; (2) environmen- 
tal education; (3) ethnic education; (4) 
bicultural-bilingual education; (5) drug- 
abuse education; (6) metric education; (7) 
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sex education; (8) nonsexist education; (9) 
law-related education; and (10) consumer 
education." He concluded that these curric- 
ula were affected by the movement away 
from traditional disciplines to тоге 
interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary ap- 
proaches. 

Although many curriculum trends are 
emerging today, we only discuss three in 
this chapter: (1) sex education; (2) multicul- 
tural education; and (3) handicapped edu- 
cation. These are controversial trends and 
current curricula that demand attention to- 
day to them and will demand continued at- 
tention in the future as well. 


Sex Education. 


Sex education frequently provokes con- 
troversy. Some conservative groups have 
objected to the topic even being part of the 
curriculum. They claim that the study of sex 
education might encourage teenage preg- 
nancies, lesbianism, and homosexuality. 
Counselors and other educators have main- 
tained that schools must fill an information 
gap or at least counteract teenage misinfor- 
mation about sex. Traditional instructional 
units in biology, hygiene, home economics, 
and physical education have been supple- 
mented with comprehensive explanations 
and prescriptions about dating, marriage, 
parenthood, and health problems. Whereas 
the topic of sex was once considered taboo 
in the classroom, it now surfaces regularly in 
literary, historical, cultural, and philosoph- 
ical discussions. i 

Approximately 1.1 million teenage girls 
become pregnant each year, and the total 
number is still on the upswing. Four in ten 
girls get pregnant before the age of 20, and 
two in twenty have babies. Approximately 7 
million teenage boys and 5 million girls are 
sexually active; on the average, they start 
having intercourse at 16.4 years of age. In 
some rural and inner-city areas the average 
age is 14 years." an 

Related to this sexual activity among 
youth is a steady increase of unplanned 
pregnancies, abortions, and venereal dis- 
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ease, and an increase in single-headed and 
female households (directly related to роу- 
erty), especially among black and Hispanic 
teenagers. The victims are not only the 
pregnant adolescents, but their families, 
their local communities, their states (which 
are further taxed to provide care and ser- 
vices for the mothers and the offspring), 
and also society in general. 

Educators argue whether the emphasis in 
sex education should be taught in the home, 
church, or school. They argue about the so- 
called appropriate school role, and about 
whether alternative modes of sex education 
are more appropriate than the school’s de- 
livery system. The basic dilemma is a ques- 
tion of responsibility: Who should do what 
in the delivery of sex education? Who is ac- 
countable for whom and for what? And who 
has the authority to decide? Moreover, in 
times of budget cuts and increasing fiscal 
constraints, the economics of proposed or 
ongoing sex education services also become 
important factors. To be sure, sex education 
can be viewed as a health issue; a matter of 
moral values or religious beliefs; a family 
concern; a social, psychological, or physical 
matter; an educational issue; or a commu- 
nity issue. In our changing and pluralistic 
society, all of these views have merit. 

Sex education can be viewed from many 
perspectives. Some parent groups protest 
the development of any sex education pro- 
gram in the schools or elsewhere in their 
communities; others just as forcefully fight 
to have sex education programs included in 
the school curriculum or implemented 
through some other community agency. 
Some parents want to handle their chil- 
dren's sex education themselves іп the 
home; others feel far more comfortable 
delegating the responsibility to trained pro- 
fessionals in the field, relying on the schools, 
or seeking advice from such diverse sources 
as religious organizations, youth groups, 
medical institutions, or mental health 
agencies. Some parents think sex education 
should be related to physical development, 
personal health, or biological or medical 
concerns. Others believe sex education 


should be closely related to moral or reli- 
gious convictions, personal beliefs, and fam- 
ily values. Still others perceive that sex edu- 
cation should consider a combination of 
social and psychological issues. Questions, 
controversies, and even conflicts often ac- 
company the development and delivery of 
sex education programs. The diversity in- 
herent within any community is fully 
reflected in the differing demands, expecta- 
tions, and fears that surround sex educa- 
tion.” 

Mario Fantini suggests that a program of 
sex education should include four criteria: 
(1) it should be geared to the needs of the 
learner; (2) it should involve cooperative 
planning among all interested parties; (3) it 
should be flexible and involve a range of 
choices for families and communities; and 
(4) it should be committed to fostering 
school-community cooperation." According 
to Sol Gordon, sex education is a moral issue 
and must be taught within a context of a 
value system.” The question of whose 
values, of course, can lead to controversy. 

After reviewing twenty exemplary sex 
education programs across the country, 
Vincent Rogers, and his colleague, defined 
the major curriculum content and topics 
they thought should be included in a full- 
scale sex education program: (1) physiology, 
including human reproduction, pregnancy, 
and childbirth; (2) sex-related activities, in- 
cluding dating, necking and petting, the ad- 
vantages and disadvantages of premarital 
sex, the range of normal sexual behavior, 
and alternative lifestyles; (3) sexually trans- 
mitted diseases; (4) myths about masturba- 
tion and sexual relations; (5) values, includ- 
ing attitudes and feelings about sex roles, as 
well as long-range goals; (6) pressure and 
exploitation, including peer pressure, as- 
sertive techniques, and avoiding unwanted 
sexual experiences; (7) contraception, in- 
cluding advantages and disadvantages; 
fears, family planning, and religious issues; 
(8) skills, including how to resolve sex- 
related conflicts with peers and parents; and 
others." 

This curriculum outlined by Rogers et al. 


could be criticized for suggesting the pro- 
vocative nature of sex and sex education. 
Nevertheless, it is becoming increasingly im- 
portant for children and youth to under- 
stand the various aspects of sexuality. Given 
today’s trends toward teenage marriage, 
unwanted pregnancy, abortion, veneral dis- 
ease, even AIDS," it is likely that curricula 
on sexuality will increasingly appear within 
the schools. 

An important consideration is that sex 
education reflect the norms and values of 
the community—that is, that it be designed 
to best suit the needs and feelings of the cli- 
ents, their parents, and their community. 
Also, because genuine differences of opin- 
ion surround sex education, sex education 
in schools should be voluntary; students and 
parents should be informed before topics or 
courses are introduced so that they can de- 
cide whether to participate; and parents, 
community members, and religious groups 
should be involved in developing the pro- 
grams. For the schools to introduce sex edu- 
cation programs without input from par- 
ents, community, or religious institutions is 
to invite unnecessary conflict. 


Multicultural Education. 


America is a pluralistic society, a nation 
with many different ethnic groups and cul- 
tures. For most of our history, we have per- 
ceived of our country as a melting pot whose 
different peoples have joined to form a 
“new” race. We expected the schools to con- 
tribute to this melting pot process by 
socializing and acculturating immigrant 
children to the American ways and by in- 
structing them in English. Today the melt- 
ing pot concept is in disfavor, because it is 
perceived as stripping different ethnic 
groups of their cultures and identities. In 
contrast, cultural pluralism calls for under- 
standing and appreciating differences 
among people, so that ethnic groups can 
maintain their customs, folk mores, and lan- 
guages and still work together with other 
groups. Ideally, cultural pluralism promotes 
a sense of wholeness within society, based on 
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the strengths of each of its parts or groups, 
and maintains that ethnic group interests 
can coincide with the interests of the nation. 

Multicultural education values апа ђе- 
lieves in the ideal concept of cultural plural- 
ism; it seeks the cultural enrichment of all 
children and youth through the curriculum, 
and at all levels of education—kindergarten 
to grade 12. In particular, national profes- 
sional associations, state and local education 
agencies, colleges and universities, and cur- 
riculum developers have introduced various 
guidelines for promoting constructive mul- 
ticultural education. In general, they have 
emphasized curriculum materials and in- 
structional techniques. They have specifi- 
cally proposed: (1) introducing materials 
that are multiracial, multiethnic, and non- 
sexist; (2) teaching values that promote cul- 
tural diversity and individuality; (3) incor- 
porating various cultural апа ethnic 
activities in the classroom and school-com- 
munity program; (4) encouraging multilin- 
gualism and multiple dialects; and (5) 
emphasizing multicultural teacher educa- 
tion programs.” 

What began in the late 1960s with political 
demands by traditional minority groups— 
that their heritage and experiences be re- 
flected accurately and positively in the curric- 
ula—has now extended to other ethnic 
groups and to all aspects of education. We 
discuss three basic curricula trends next: eth- 
nic studies, multicultural instruction, and bi- 
lingual education. 


Ethnic Studies. That a rapid growth of 
curriculum offerings in various ethnic stud- 
ies came on the heels of black studies is not 
surprising. The sense of being neglected 
and overlooked, the need for identity and 
recognition, and the search for heroes and 
jobs are by no means limited to blacks. Eth- 
nic studies programs started as simple and 
supplementary units or lessons on heroic 
deeds and ethnic feasts, on the virtues of 
ethnic cuisine, and on ethnic celebrations 
and quaint folk customs. Eventually, the 
content developed into a series of courses 
that constituted a program of ethnic studies. 
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Many, if not most, of the programs were 
poorly and hastily conceived, overlooked 
basic principles of learning and pedagogy, 
and were criticized as “soft” in content and 
academic standards.” 

Early ethnic studies courses aimed at cor- 
recting distortions of existing curricula 
about ethnic experiences, ethnic stereoty- 
ping, and ethnic omissions—which are no 
longer problems in most current textbooks 
or materials. These courses encouraged eth- 
nic identity, ethnic culture, and ethnic poli- 
tics; they were (and, to some extent, still are) 
“crisis”-oriented—that is, based on placating 
pressure groups rather than on detailing 
sound curriculum and instructional prac- 
tices. Moreover, disagreement continues 
about who is to speak for which ethnic 
group, which ethnic version of contempo- 
rary history of English is to be taught, where 
mention of lowered academic performance 
is “racist” or “ethnocentric” talk, or whether 
relevancy is more important than substance. 
As long as this is so, problems of content 
and learning will persist—a legacy of the 
1960s and 1970s.” 

Some positive results of the rise of ethnic- 
related courses are that these programs lead 
to greater understanding among different 
groups, and that they enhance the concepts 
of cultural richness, cultural diversity, and 
ethnic self-esteem. Two negative results are 
that these programs may trivialize the cur- 
riculum rather than enrich it, and that they 
may promote diversity and loosen the ties 
that bind society together. 

The focus on ethnic study programs 
varies from state to state. Some states have 
little interest whatsoever in ethnic studies, 
whereas others introduce considerable legis- 
lation encouraging institution of various 
programs. In some cases, even though no 
state-level laws or defined policies have been 
established, considerable local activity exists. 
As of 1980, nearly forty states had pub- 
lished materials on the subject of ethnicity, 
nearly thirty states had formed policy state- 
ments on ethnic studies, and nearly twenty 
states had mandated ethnic studies in school 


curricula.” In some states, however, 
ethnicity and cultural pluralism are still ap- 
plied, somewhat misleadingly, to programs 
for officially recognized minority groups 
only—for example, blacks and/or Hispanics. 

At the same time, some educators are 
concerned that ethnic studies may have a 
short history and that ethnic education will 
need a new partner during the 1980s; that 
is, global education. This concept views the 
United States as a world leader that deals 
imaginatively and constructively with differ- 
ent countries and cultural groups. Much of 
the attention on ethnic and multiethnic edu- 
cation to date has been justified on the basis 
of its promoting democratic ideals; its fu- 
ture, however, will require that it provide 
long-range plans, practical models of curric- 
ulum design, more rigorous subject matter, 
and demonstrations of effectiveness (both in 
terms of student performance and costs). 


Multicultural Instruction. E.ducatorsare 
also trying to identify effective instructional 
approaches for teaching students of various 
racial and ethnic backgrounds. Some of the 
more important approaches have been con- 
cerned with student learning, or what is 
called a “biocognitive” approach to student 
learning. For example, Ramirez and Casta- 
педа concluded that Hispanic students tend 
to be more “field sensitive” than nonminority 
children.” Field sensitive children аге de- 
scribed as being more influenced by personal 
relationships and by praise or disapproval 
from authority figures, including teachers, 
than are “field independent” students, who 
are more abstract thinkers. A field sensitive 
curriculum is “humanized through use of 
narration, humor, drama and fantasy,” and 
should be “structured in such a way that chil- 
dren work cooperatively with peers or witha 
teacher іп a variety of activities.” 

Another effort to identify instructional 
approaches suited to students’ ethnic back- 
grounds has been provided by researchers 
who have worked with native Americans.” 
These researchers conclude that schooling 
for native American children would be most 


successful if the curriculum took better ac- 
count of their “primary learning” patterns 
(learning outside the school) and organized 
instruction in a manner more compatible 
with these patterns. These researchers con- 
tend that primary learning tends to take place 
in personal communication with emotionally 
important individuals and in tutorial (face- 
to-face) situations in which learning is adapt- 
ive (linked to the concerns and needs of the 
community). Primary learning also includes 
verbal instruction, exploratory play, and con- 
crete (as opposed to abstract) learning. It in- 
volves monitoring the activities of elders who 
are particularly important to the children— 
say, uncles or aunts. 

Some caution is necessary. The value 
of field-oriented and primary learning ap- 
proaches is not well documented. What ap- 
pears to be as or more important, according 
to some observers, are the basic, old ap- 
proaches—friendliness, understanding, dem- 
ocratic teacher behaviors, positive teacher ex- 
pectations, English proficiency, and parental 
support for the students.™ 


Bilingual Education. Bilingual educa- 
tion, which provides instruction for non- 
English speaking students in their native 
languages, has been an expanding activity in 
public schools in the United States since the 
late 1960s. Although the federal and state 
governments fund bilingual projects for 
more than sixty groups speaking various 
Asian, Indo-European, and Native Ameri- 
can languages, the large majority (70 per- 
cent) of children in these projects are His- 
panics.” 

Bilingual education has been expanding 
for various reasons: (1) partly because of the 
United States Supreme Court decision in 
the Lau case, which requires that school 
districts initiate some type of bilingual pro- 
gram if they enroll more than twenty stu- 
dents of a given language group at a partic- 
ular grade level; (2) partly because of the 
subsequent pressure of the federal Office of 
Civil Rights (OCR), which insisted that edu- 
cational opportunities be provided for 
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limited-English speaking (LES) and non- 
English speaking (NES) students; and (3) 
partly because of the continuous federal 
funding of bilingual programs, even today, 
even though other categorical programs are 
being merged within block grants. The push 
for bilingual programs assumes particular 
importance if we consider the growing non- 
English-speaking population, which is ex- 
pected to increase from 30 million in 1980, 
to about 40 million in 2000,” and to approx- 
imately 60 million in 2020," To be sure, bi- 
lingual education is intertwined with such 
sensitive issues as our attitudes toward im- 
migrants; namely, our accepting or re- 
jecting those legal and illegal immigrants 
who work for less money and thus replace 
American-born citizens on the job, and our 
deciding who can enter the United States, 
and who is a political refugee, economic ref- 
ugee, and/or undocumented worker. 
Controversies over bilingual education 
have become somewhat embittered emo- 
tionally as federal and state guidelines have 
led to the establishment of various pro- 
grams. Those who would “immerse” chil- 
dren in an English-language environment 
argue with those who believe initial instruc- 
tion will be more effective in the native lan- 
guage; and both of these groups argue with 
those who wish that a mixture of both Eng- 
lish and the native language be taught in 
school. Ethnic and community leaders have 
engaged in bitter struggles over the estab- 
lishment of bilingual programs in the public 
schools. у 
Educators and laypeople concerned with 
NES and LES students also argue whether 
emphasis should be placed on teaching in 
the native language over a long period 
(maintenance) or proceeding to teach in 
English as soon as possible (transitional). On 
the one side are those who favor mainte- 
nance because they think it will help build or 
maintain a constructive sense of identity 
among ethnic or racial minorities.” On the 
other side are those who believe that 
cultural-maintenance programs are harm- 
ful because they separate groups from one 
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another or discourage students from mas- 
tering English well enough to function suc- 
cessfully in the larger society.” The latter or 
transitional approach is reflected in current 
federal guidelines. 

Adherents and opponents of bilingual 
education also differ on the related issues of 
whether bilingual programs sometimes or 
frequently are designed to provide teaching 
jobs for native language speakers and 
whether individuals who fill these jobs are 
competent in English. Observers who favor 
bilingual/bicultural maintenance tend to be- 
lieve that the schools need many adults who 
can teach LES or NES students in their own 
languages; many observers who favor tran- 
sitional programs feel that relatively few 
staff are required for a legitimate program. 

Another major controversy involving bi- 
lingual education concerns whether this ap- 
proach is effective in improving the per- 
formance of low-achieving students. Most 
scholars who have examined the research 
agree that bilingual education has effected 
little, if any, improvement in the perform- 
ance of participating students."" Other 
scholars partially disagree; they argue that 
programs implemented well can result in 
significant achievement gains and enriched 
cultural experiences.” In general, however, 
educators agree that much more than 
bilingual/bicultural education is needed to 
improve the performance of economically 
disadvantaged LES and NES students. 
Some researchers have summarized the lit- 
erature by stating that, on the whole, bilin- 
gual education is too frail a device in and of 
itself to significantly change the learning ex- 
periences of the minority-native tongue. 
Many other factors not related to language 
explain why such children achieve poorly. 
Removing only the language problem does 
not usually change the situation, regardless 
of the approach. 


Handicapped Education. 


Children are different from each other. 
Some are more intelligent or creative than 
others, some are socially and emotionally 


gifted, and some possess outstanding phys- 
ical traits. On the other side of the bell- 
shaped curve, unfortunately, are some who 
are less intelligent, some who have social 
and emotional problems, and some who 
have physical handicaps. 

Of most concern to educators are chil- 
dren who are handicapped and who thus 
need special educational personnel and ser- 
vices. Table 12-1 shows, by handicap, the 
number of handicapped students receiving 
public education services. The table shows 
that the number of handicapped students 
has increased from 1977 to 1983. This does 
not mean that more students are handicap- 
ped, but rather that more students are being 
identified and served, particularly through 
Public Law 94-142 (The Education for all 
Handicapped Children Act), which was 
passed in 1975. 

PL 94-142 sets forth a national policy 
whose goal is to provide: (1) free appropri- 
ate public education to handicapped stu- 
dents as their fundamental right; (2) valid 
testing and assessment of handicapped stu- 
dents; (3) Individual Education Plans (IEP), 
both short range and long range, to meet 
the needs of each handicapped student; and 
(4) all students an education in the “least 
restrictive environment.” In many cases, 
this environment has been judged to be the 
regular classroom. As a result, an increasing 
number of curriculum specialists and class- 
room teachers must now deal with handi- 
capped children. 

Coinciding with several federal man- 
dates, special education expenditures have 
steadily increased from $115 million іп 
1975, to $834 million in 1980, to $1.2 billion 
in 1985,“ Since 1980, over 90 percent of 
these federal funds has been earmarked for 
the states to disseminate to local schools. 
More than 4 million handicapped students 
now constitute about 11 percent of public 
school enrollment. The average cost of 
educating handicapped students is more 
than twice the average for nonhandicapped 
students, which is approximately $3000. To- 
day, at least 80 percent of the nation’s hand- 
icapped are receiving special services, aS 


TABLE 12-1 Number of Students Receiving Public 
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Educational Services by Type of Handicap, 1977 


and 1983 

Type of Handicap 1977 1983 
Speech impaired 1,302,666 1,134,197 
Mentally retarded 969,547 780,831 
Learning disabled 797,213 1,745,871 
Emotionally disturbed 283,072 353,431 
Crippled and other health 

impaired 141,417 52,026 
Hard of hearing and deaf 89,743 75,337 
Orthopedically impaired 87,008 57,506 
Visually handicapped 38,247 31,096 
Deaf-blind and other 

multihandicapped NA* 68,032 
Total 3,708,913 4,298,327 
Percent of public school 

population 8.33 10.98 


*NA = Not applicable category in 1977. 


Source: from The Condition of Education, 1985 (Washington, D.C.: 


U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985), Table 4.1, p. 


182; 


he 


School-Age Handicapped (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print- 


ing Office, 1985), Table 1, p. 61. 


compared with less than half before PL 
94-142." 


Classification and Labeling of Students. 
Although the federal government mandates 
local school districts to provide free appro- 
priate education for all handicapped stu- 
dents, it provides only a few hundred dollars 
per child to help make this possible. The re- 
sult is that many school officials are somewhat 
reluctant to search out handicapped students 
because of the extra costs involved in educat- 
ing them. On the other hand, what teachers 
consider to be learning or behavioral prob- 
lems may not even be problems in terms of 
valid and reliable student classifications. Ex- 
isting learning disability programs, for exam- 
ple, sometimes become “dumping grounds” 
for many academic- or discipline-problem 
students whom classroom teachers cannot 
handle. 

Many educators, in fact, view learning 
disabilities as an umbrella category for chil- 
dren who experience a variety of learning 
problems, even though some of these la- 
beled children exhibit normal intelligence 
and no demonstrable physical, emotional, 


or social handicap. It is difficult to be cer- 
tain, for example, whether a slow-learning 
student is mildly retarded, and could thus 
benefit from special education services, or is 
simply a slow learner who requires addi- 
tional motivation or guidance to learn. Also, 
the authorities disagree on what constitutes 
a “learning disability” or “handicap” that re- 
quires special education as well as on what 
services should be provided for a particular 
disability or handicap.” Similar problems 
are evidenced in distinguishing, among 
other categories, between mildly апа se- 
verely emotionally disturbed, partially deaf 
versus nonhearing, and severely myopic 
versus visually impaired and legally blind. 
Uncertainty in classifying students accu- 
rately is connected with fundamental ques- 
tions regarding appropriate treatment for a 
given child, as well as the effects of labeling a 
student as handicapped. Many educators 
question the special classification approach, 
on the grounds that isolating mildly handi- 
capped children from other students gener- 
ates feelings of inadequacy and inferiority, 
and that placing students in classes organized 
under such labels as “emotionally disturbed” 
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or “mildly retarded” may mean teaching 
them ata slow pace or, even worse, impairing 
their abilities to function in the larger society. 
Critics are also concerned about the large 
numbers of minorities funneled into special 
education programs and about the effects of 
culturally biased tests on placement. In addi- 
tion, they are concerned that handicapped 
classifications may lead children to “self- 
fulfilling” prophecies: Handicapped labels 
may not only be unfair, but they may also 
lower labeled children’s self-expectations 
and thus present additional disadvantages to 
them. 


Mainstreaming the Handicapped. Re- 
searchers who have reviewed studies on la- 
beling have concluded that the overall nega- 
tive effects of having special or separate 
classes or programs for the handicapped are 
not well established. However, neither has it 
been proved that placing handicapped chil- 
dren in separate classes or programs is more 
beneficial than placing them in regular 
classes.” Less restrictive settings are gener- 
ally supported for moral and legal reasons. 

Every handicapped student should, in 
fact, be placed in the regular school pro- 
gram to the fullest extent possible. Efforts to 
place handicapped students in regular class 
settings, referred to as “mainstreaming,” 
have been encouraged and carried out 
throughout school districts since the passage 
of PL 94-142. In general, mainstreaming 
means integrating handicapped children 
into regular schools and classrooms to maxi- 
mize their opportunities not only to join 
school activities but also to be “counted” 
among the nonhandicapped. Unfortu- 
nately, because nonhandicapped students 
frequently perceive handicapped, especially 
severely handicapped, students as pos- 
sessing many negative characteristics, they 
prefer to socialize with other nonhandi- 
capped students.” Although mainstreaming 
provides the opportunity for nonhandi- 
capped students to learn about handi- 
capped and disabled children, so both 
groups can grow and function together in 


society, social realities sometimes prevent 
the attainment of this ideal. 

Researchers who have reviewed the data 
on special-class placement and mainstream- 
ing find that the data on the effectiveness of 
either approach are mixed. If neither ap- 
proach is carried out very well, the research 
shows both approaches to be ineffective and 
neither to be superior.” The research also 
indicates that regular classroom teachers are 
not adequately trained or prepared to work 
with handicapped students їп regular 
classes; teachers assigned to regular classes 
that comprise even a couple of handicapped 
students are thus frustrated.” 


Curriculum for the Handicapped. Even 
though research has not yet identified or 
documented the most effective approaches 
to providing instruction for handicapped 
students in the “least restrictive environ- 
ment,” much has been learned concerning 
the types of practices that are most likely to 
enhance learning. For example, researchers 
who have reviewed the literature on “con- 
cerns and strategies” for mainstreaming stu- 
dents with special educational needs have 
summarized what appear to be the most 
promising instructional strategies: 


1. Greater emphasis should be placed on meet- 
ing the social and emotional needs of all stu- 
dents, including the handicapped. 

2. Careful, regular evaluation based on individ- 
ual performance criteria should be used to 
ascertain students’ progress. 

3. Class placement should be based on careful 
preassessment of each child’s problems and 
capacity. 

4. Better assessment procedures should be de- 
veloped; they should be used only by profes- 
sionals skilled in their interpretation. 

5. A team approach including the classroom 
teacher should be utilized to determine if a 
child is in need of special services, what ser- 
vices are to be provided, and how best to 
provide such services. 

6. Class size should be limited to a realistic 
number so that individual needs can be 
satisfied.” 


This list suggests that developments deal- 
ing with the education of handicapped chil- 
dren have been related to—and have influ- 
enced—general trends in curriculum and 
instruction. Assessing needs and monitoring 
progress, for example, are not only relevant 
for educating handicapped students but are 
also important for educating all students. 
Using a mastery learning and/or a diagnos- 
tic-prescriptive approach provides each 
child with structured instruction based on 
his or her individual learning needs.” These 
approaches have gained popularity for all 
students, not only the handicapped. In ad- 
dition, Individual Education Plans (IEPs), 
required for handicapped students by PL 
94-142, are frequently desirable for all stu- 
dents. 

Implementing PL 94-142, and related 
legislation, is helping educators, policy mak- 
ers, and curriculum designers learn more 
about the problems they are likely to en- 
counter and the steps they can take to bring 
about fundamental improvement іп the 
schools. For example, researchers who have 
studied the development and implementa- 
tion of legislation dealing with special edu- 
cation have learned they need to carefully 
prepare local personnel; specially redefine 
the roles of all personnel involved in an in- 
novation; implement desirable policies to 
ensure that parents and community repre- 
sentatives retain a real voice in curriculum 
development and implementation; and in- 
troduce strategies that take into account bu- 
reaucratic obstacles to change.” 


CONCLUSION 


This chapter has been concerned with con- 
temporary philosophical, social, and politi- 
cal issues in curriculum. Indeed, the search 
to improve school curricula is a continuing 
process that reflects current issues and 
trends impacting on schools and society. 
The curriculum trends noted in this chapter 
are controversial. Surely debate over them 
will continue in the near future. 
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Censorship battles will continue, for ex- 
ample, even though schools having appro- 
priate selection policies with formal proce- 
dures will offer a wise compromise. Since 
1965 more than $60 billion has been spent 
for compensatory curricula ($40 billion 
alone for Title I activities), but the cost and 
effects of these programs are still questiona- 
ble.* Irrelevant curricula remind us that 
many mindless and miseducative experi- 
ences creep into our classrooms and schools. 
Finally, emerging curricula address broad 
educational concerns—sex education, multi- 
cultural education, and handicapped educa- 
tion—and give people a chance to redefine 
who they are, what kind of schools they 
want, and what social and political choices 
they want to make about curriculum. 
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chapter 19 


FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR CURRICULUM 


Two hallmarks of this century are the rate 
and nature of change and the corresponding 
degree of uncertainty. It is because of these 
hallmarks that persons responsible for 
creating and managing the curriculum have 
at times faced what certainly must have 
seemed to be insurmountable problems. 
However, in dealing with the various 
changes, and the social demands for changes, 
many curricularists have come to realize that 
the relationship between the school and soci- 
ety reflects a mutual give and take.' During 
this century society has been forcefully dy- 
namic. It is thus dangerous and misleading 
for educators to base education—specifically, 
the curriculum—on any static portrait of so- 
ciety, whether in the present or at some par- 
ticular point in the future.’ 

The ultimate purpose of education is to 
present programs and thus opportunities 
for students to gain the knowledge, skills, 
competencies, attitudes, beliefs, and values 
that will enable them to create productive 
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lives for themselves and others. The central 
question curriculum planners ask is: “What 
kind of educational program will achieve 
this central goal?” How they respond to this 
central question rests on their understand- 
ing of current and, more importantly, fu- 
ture times. They need to consider what one 
futurist has called a fan of alternative fu- 
tures; they need to identify which of the 
potential futures could at any time emerge 
into reality given the probabilities of the dif- 
ferent possibilities under existing trends 
and cycles.’ They must not just ask what are 
the likely futures, but what are the desirable 
futures. It is pointed out that social scien- 
tists, and we might add educators, should 
ask: “When, where, by whom, how in- 
tensely, under what conditions, and with 
what consequences are different futures de- 
sired?” To deal with these questions, educa- 
tors need to analyze innovations and educa- 
tional trends in terms of their overriding 
frameworks and their histories. 


Curricular activities, by their very nature, 
should be future-oriented. All education, to 
be relevant, should consider some image or 
images of the future. What educators think 
appropriate for the future will be influ- 
enced by their visions of the future. If their 
visions or images are inaccurate, then the 
education they design will miss its mark. 

In general, they can deduce their images 
of the future from their knowledge of the 
past and their reading of the present. The 
accuracy of our views will impact upon what 
we project for the future. Alvin Toffler 
notes that people cannot totally view their 
images of the future as predictive in the 
sense that what they see is what they will get. 
He points out that the possible future is not 
singular, but plural. It is not the result of 
one event, or one decision, but the results of 
choices that people make from a myriad of 
options. Also, their future or futures may 
result from factors that they cannot control 
or about which they have little choice.‘ 
Their choices for dealing with and identi- 
fying possible and desirable futures are still 
limited by the tools they currently have. 
Even so, they do have available some meth- 
ods that will allow them to discern which 
lines of development are more likely than 
others. 


FUTURE AND FUTURISM 


The industrial age is ending; it is being re- 
placed with the information age. John 
Naisbitt asserts that society is caught be- 
tween two eras—the age in which industry 
was the leader and an age built on informa- 
tion.’ The second wave of industrial might is 
being swept aside by the third wave, which 
the information industry will lead. 

Many futurists place the beginning of the 
third wave in the mid 1950s, when, for the 
first time in American history, white-collar 
workers in technical, managerial, and cler- 
ical positions outnumbered blue-collar 
workers. For the first time, more people in 
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our society worked with information than 
produced material goods." 

Being caught between two eras, in a time 
of transition, disturbs many people. The 
rate at which the information, or postindus- 
trial age, has appeared has clouded their 
images of the future. They have to generate 
new paradigms to organize their social and 
work worlds. This makes many people un- 
clear about the roles they are to play. In- 
deed many are finding that their secure jobs 
are being phased out and that they have to 
almost “start again.” 

Discomfort is also accompanying this 
transition because it has occurred so rapidly. 
The European shift from an agricultural to 
an industrial society took several centuries; 
the same shift evolved over a century in the 
United States. The shift from an industrial 
to an information society has occurred in 
only two or three decades! Such rapidity of 
change has not allowed us either the time to 
reflect on the nature of the change or the 
“breathing room” in which to react. 

Our view of time has been affected, too. 
During the agricultural period, our time 
orientation was to the past; during our in- 
dustrial period, we looked to the present; in 
the information age, our time orientation is 
the future. This change in time orientation 
has interested many educators in the con- 
cept of the future. Curriculum planners, for 
instance, are confronted with creating pro- 
grams that enable students to adapt to the 
future. 

Although educators may not have per- 
fected the tools for dealing with all aspects 
of the future, they do have the means for 
viewing and creating futures. These tools 
partly comprise the field of futuristics, some- 
times called futurism or future studies. What- 
ever it is called, it embraces both the science 
of forecasting and the art of imagining.’ 
This discipline views both technological and 
social events not as separate and independ- 
ent occurrences, but as twin components 
linked in a system or process. Reality and 
the events comprising it are holistic. Events 
impact other events, which in turn impact 
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still other events. Knowing the strength and 
direction of an interaction allows people to 
“preview” what are the likely consequences 
of such interactions—to “visualize” the fu- 
ture. 

Futurism is a systematic attempt to meld 
creative forecasting, planning, and action. 
Those engaged in this new field, and сиггіс- 
ulum leaders should be among them, are 
studying and developing alternative futures 
and generating supporting scenarios elabo- 
rating specific areas of society including its 
institutions. From the projected tentative 
futures, these professionals draw significant 
variables likely to influence events or behav- 
ior and then deduce the kinds of educa- 
tional programs that have a high probability 
of meeting the projected conditions. 

Using the tools of educational futurism, 
educators can proact rather than react. In 
the past, educators reacted to events im- 
pacting on the school and its programs. 
They still do this when dealing with public 
demands for a “responsive” or “relevant” 
curriculum.* 

Part of the problem in processing or 
shaping the future is that people have expe- 
rienced what Alvin Toffler calls “future 
shock”—individuals’ disorientation that re- 
sults when their past experiences are not ad- 
equate or effective for understanding or 
making decisions for today or tomorrow." 
Future shock characterizes our rapidly 
changing times. 


The Importance of Uncertainty. 


Our world has become complex. It is 
difficult to project whether our interpreta- 
tions of events are accurate or that our an- 
ticipation of future occurrences is on target. 
In addition, the costs of failure have become 
high. If educators “misread” the future, 
they may create curricula that do not ad- 
dress students’ needs. They may even edu- 
cate students in ways that will add to social 
problems—for example, by preparing stu- 
dents for obsolete jobs and thus unemploy- 
ment. 

Kenneth Boulding points out that a de- 


gree of uncertainty exists in much of deci- 
sion making.” This is because the rate of 
change is increasing; with this increase come 
new problems—and thus uncertainty—with 
which educators have to cope. Boulding 
suggests that educators need to be mindful 
of this element of uncertainty. Decisions 
made under uncertain conditions are very 
different from decisions made under cer- 
tain ones. If a situation is certain, educators 
only have to decide to achieve whatever it is 
that they want to maximize and then focus 
their resources and time to do it. However, 
Boulding cautions that in the real world, life 
is not so simple; the real world is uncertain. 
Realizing this, educators should strive to 
make decisions that are “liquid, flexible, and 
adaptable.”"' They should realize that some- 
times, it is best to postpone decisions. At 
other times, it is good procedure to leave 
options open and to denote contingency 
plans. Being unsure about what the future 
may demand, they should arrange for possi- 
ble options—that is, they should suggest sev- 
eral programs that can be delivered in a 
multitude of ways. They need to anticipate 
problems and ways of dealing with them. 


Areas of Instability. 


Educators have perhaps changed the 
most with regard to their attitudes and 
views. A major attitudinal shift concerns the 
notion of unlearning the past. Educators 
have been concerned with getting the right 
answers, Herman Kahn asserts, a stress that 
was in part influenced by their view that the 
future would be very much like the past— 
nothing more than a linear projection of the 
past. Answers that were correct in the past 
would be appropriate for the future;” 
knowing the answers to past questions 
would enable educators to function effec- 
tively in the future. Educators had little 
more to do than to use the curriculum to 
pass on accumulated culture. 

But the future is not a linear extension of 
the past. In many instances, in fact, the 
future perceived is nothing like the past. 
Answers that were correct are frequently 


now wrong—and students who successfully 
learned the answers might have to “un- 
learn” them. The explosion of knowledge 
has indeed furnished new information that 
has challenged the validity—even the occur- 
rence—of previously held conclusions. It is 
difficult for people to abandon existing an- 
swers and perceptions; nonetheless, un- 
learning is a crucial first step in dealing with 
unanticipated futures. The successful stu- 
dent of the future may be that person who 
can “change” his or her mind and identify 
those situations that require such change. 

Another attitudinal shift that has already 
occurred, and that will likely continue, is the 
push for personalized pluralism. Educators 
are striving to make individuals fully unique 
and in control of themselves and their desti- 
nies." The belief that the school, like society, 
is a melting pot, tended to homogenize all 
students into a new type. According to this 
view, the school played an integral role in 
reducing cultural and ethnic differences 
among people in order to bring about a 
common American culture. Educators cre- 
ated programs that devalued individual 
uniqueness; they focused on creating curric- 
ular tracks for students and on delivering 
such curricula in similar fashion to all. 

Now, however, educators are stressing 
cultural pluralism. They realize that they 
need to adjust the school curricula so that 
students can develop their individual tal- 
ents. They are now thinking of modifying 
the schools to fit the students rather than 
demanding that the students change to fit 
the schools. Increasingly, they are creating 
specialized environments to meet individual 
needs, and they are contemplating special- 
ized support services that will address the 
unique needs of the students. According to 
Mario Fantini, educators are considering 
more interdisciplinary programs, varied 
program options and alternatives, multiple- 
career programs, and early skill develop- 
ment programs." Educators, also, аге now 
willing to recognize different forms of intel- 
ligence—not just in the cognitive domain— 
but also musical, artistic, spatial, kinesthetic, 
and interpersonal. 
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Instability relates to more than just atti- 
tude shifts. Attributes change as well. Educa- 
tors will likely face students whose attributes 
have changed. The experiences students 
have prior to coming to school and while in 
school may actually alter their ways of proc- 
essing information. Future students may in- 
deed have different language forms. Daniel 
Bell believes students will skillfully communi- 
cate with computers and visual images in 
ways we can only vaguely anticipate. Reading 
and writing were the recorded language 
forms of yesterday; today, speaking is the ргі- 
mary language form. The spoken word has 
also been augmented with visual images, es- 
pecially through television, videotapes and 
discs, satellite dishes, and telecommunication 
devices. Our technology has enabled us to use 
the spoken word to influence people literally 
from all over the world." 

Observation as a basic skill is just begin- 
ning to be introduced as well. So much in- 
formation is being displayed оп video 
screens that students’ observation skills may 
well be crucial to their interpreting their 
world. 

It is also likely that students will shift 
their learning styles. They may actually 
want to arrange information in ways that 
differ significantly from what is considered 
logical and sequential today. Students of the 
future, quite conceivably, will think more 
multidimensionally and creatively—utilizing 
visual, computer, and communication tools 
to enhance the way they process and utilize 
information. Many students in the future 
will think and process information in ways 
that may challenge, and even differ from, 
their teachers, who might still rely on tradi- 
tional thinking patterns." 


Areas of Stability. 


Some people are overwhelmed with so 
much instability. Certainly, some things of 
the present will continue into the future, 
and we can make forecasts based on that 
continuity. For example, we can take some 
comfort in the realization that in the future 
we will continue to have students, teachers, 
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schools, and parents. The basic organizers 
for our thinking most likely will continue as 
well. Despite, in some circles, the cry to 
deschool society, society will probably keep 
its schools, because schools are the most 
efficient means of bringing students into 
contact with their culture, with themselves, 
and with others. (Of course, the organiza- 
tion of the schools, and even who attends 
them, can change.) And, with schools con- 
tinuing, we will have to have curricula. We 
may not recognize the content, but we will 
have content, and we will plan experiences 
for students. 

Schools are, however, likely to play a less 
important role, or at least a shared role, in 
learning. More learning will occur as a re- 
sult of students’ interacting with the mass 
media, especially television and tapes. But, 
the mass media will not be a few media 
sources presenting a rather common “pic- 
ture.” Rather the media is likely to be what 
Toffler calls demassified."" The media in- 
dustry will create both written and visual 
materials for specialized markets. Already 
in the United States, mass magazines are no 
longer a powerful influence in national life. 
Such magazines as Life and The Saturday 
Evening Post have even been phased out 
as an explosion of minimagazines address 
particular audiences. The media also cover 
an expanded range of topics: addressing 
young children, teenagers, middle-aged 
persons, and senior citizens. These trends 
are likely to continue. 

The same trends characterize television 
and radio. No longer are there just three 
major channels; there are potentially hun- 
dreds. No longer does just one radio station 
play rock music; numerous stations special- 
ize in all rock of all styles—from soft to 
hard. 

With the rise of the personal home com- 
puter, individuals now have access to vast 
amounts of information and a multitude of 
means for processing it. And people interact 
with the computers; they are not passive ob- 
servers. This certainly has implications for 
the manner in which we can expect students 
to learn in schools." 


With such demassification of the media, it 
is likely that people’s opinions will not only 
be enriched, but that they will also become 
less uniform. Individuals will “tune into” 
and interact within their “sections” of the in- 
formation world. 

Another reason educators can anticipate 
that schools may perhaps have less influence 
on learning is that we are entering an age in 
which people will require lifelong learning." 
More individuals will be engaged in formal 
learning long after high school and even 
after college. Elementary апа secondary 
schools will probably only be responsible for 
a brief period of an individual's total formal 
learning. Other agencies will provide the 
continued learning required for people to 
interact with the future world. 


DIRECTIONS FOR THE 1990s 


This century, as already noted, has been 
characterized by unprecedented change in 
every aspect of life. More change has ос- 
curred in this century, in fact, than has 
occurred in all the previous centuries of hu- 
man existence.” Harold Shane notes the ra- 
pidity of change. He notes that, from a his- 
torical point of view, it seems reasonable to 
conclude that for the first time in human 
history, we have been propelled from уез- 
terday into tomorrow with no familiar “to- 
day” during which we сап become accli- 
mated to change."! 

Toffler states “at the rate at which knowl- 
edge is growing, by the time the child born 
today graduates from college the amount of 
knowledge in the world will be four times as 
great. By the time that same child is fifty 
years old, it will be 32 times as great and 97 
percent of everything known in the world 
will have been learned since the time he was 
born.” Toffler’s projection, however, as- 
sumes a linear extrapolation of current 
events. It does not consider changes іп ei- 
ther rate or direction (see Chapter 5), nor 
does it consider unseen variables or events, 
what some people call system breaks. Still, it 
is safe to accept that the knowledge explo- 


sion, though it may not be as dramatic as 
Toffler indicates, will still be formidable. 

Daniel Bell has noted that today’s world 
seems to be becoming increasingly empir- 
ical, worldly, secular, humanistic, prag- 
matic, utilitarian, contractual, epicurean, 
and hedonistic. Bourgeois, bureaucratic, 
and meritocratic elites also seem to be form- 
ing. More and more decisions are being 
made by fewer and so-called highly qual- 
ified individuals. Scientific and technologi- 
cal knowledge is accumulating that leaves 
many areas of decision-making beyond the 
scope and participation of many people.” 

Michael McDaniel has listed seven factors 
that have contributed to the rapidity and na- 
ture of change. They basically deal with so- 
cial and cultural trends and the way society 
is undergoing change: 


1. Demographic change: sex and age patterns, 
death rates, lifespans, family size, balance of 
youth versus old, and so on. 

2. Technological innovation: adaptive changes in 
existing machines and productivity. 

3. Social innovation: new arrangements, sys- 
tems, or styles in educational, political, eco- 
nomic, military, and other dimensions. 

4. Cultural-value shifts: changes in cultural axi- 
oms or values and ideas. 

5. Ecological shifts: changes in the natural ecol- 
ogy, catastrophic events, pollution of rivers. 

6. Information-idea shifts: scope, quality, and 
manipulability of knowledge; new concep- 
tions of how things work. 

‚ Cultural diffusion: transfer of ideas, values, or 
techniques from one culture to another 
through war, invasion, advertising, and in- 
creased travel.” 


~ 


John Naisbitt has popularized ten mega- 
trends that are impacting educators plan- 
ning curricula: (1) changing from an indus- 
trial society to an information society; (2) 
going to a situation that requires high tech- 
nology corresponding with a high level of 
human interactions; (3) moving from a na- 
tional to a world economy; (4) changing 
from short-term planning and action to 
long-term planning and action; (5) going 
from centralized to decentralized services 
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and government; (6) emphasizing self-help 
instead of institutional help; (7) going from 
representative democracy to participatory 
democracy; (8) changing from organiza- 
tions that represent hierarchies to organiza- 
tions that are examples of networking; (9) 
engaging in a demographic shift from the 
north to the sun belt, and (10) going from 
either/or choice situations to situations with 
multiple options.” Reflecting оп Naisbitt’s 
list can enable educators to identify their 
challenges, the questions they must raise, 
and the possibilities that will result from 
processing such questions. 


Dealing with the Future. 


Curriculum decision makers need more 
than just different concepts of the future; 
they require knowledge of and skill in actu- 
ally forecasting the future. “The need for all 
types of future-planning to ‘create’ tomor- 
row in education should be evident to all but 
the most perversely ‘misological’ of U.S. citi- 
zens.” For example, forecasting is the win- 
dow through which one can survey potential 
happenings. By their glances through such 
windows, curricularists can get direction 
about what to avoid, about what to modify, 
and toward what to strive. The task is eas- 
ier—and more accurate—when they make 
short-range forecasts about what the pro- 
gram will be next month, or at the end of 
this year, than if they forecast for years or 
decades in advance.” 

The majority of futures techniques are 
really types of forecasting. Note that predic- 
tions are statements about occurrences that 
are to happen in a specific future. Forecasts 
tell us not what will happen, but rather what 
can happen if certain conditions or certain 
events occur or continue. The accuracy and 
inclusiveness of forecasts depend on the 
data fed into the deliberations, the systems 
of logic applied, the diversity of the tech- 
niques utilized, and the energies expended. 

One researcher has provided a useful 
overview of the major approaches to future 
planning. These approaches involve either 
exploratory forecasting or normative fore- 
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casting. Exploratory forecasting means ргос- 
essing data to discover possible capabilities, 
changes, opportunities, and problems that 
may or are likely to appear in the future, as- 
suming the continuance of certain events. 
Attention is given to identifying likely fu- 
tures. Often such forecasting expands 
various trends that have been identified. 
Normative forecasting deals with attending to 
various goals or norms to be actualized 
in the future. Here forecasters are “inven- 
ting” the future of their choice. They actu- 
ally set the norms for the future and then 
indicate what needs to be accomplished to 
attain such norms or goals. 

Following is a listing of some major ap- 
proaches to forecasting: 


Simulation Forecasting. This technique 
generates the future by activating models of 
known physical, social, and environmental 
laws and determines how they will most 
likely impact the future. The models, de- 
signed and used to predict future probabili- 
ties, denote sets of variables or entities and 
their interactions.” They allow forecasters 
to study the interactions and to discover 
what can be or should be controlled, what 
can be or needs to be designed, and ulti- 
mately what needs to be forecasted. 

For example, educators might create a 
model of the future school system denoting 
the key variables and then, using various 
mathematical formulas, design a computer 
program that will enable them to project re- 
sults of current actions, or to identify and 
then evaluate alternative actions that might 
result from making particular choices. 
Using this technique, educators might be 
able, for example, to accurately picture what 
might happen if all the students in a school 
experienced a common curriculum. By ob- 
taining a readout of possible consequences, 
educators can decide whether to enact their 
current plans—in this case, require all stu- 
dents to take a common curriculum. 


Trend Forecasting. To use this proce- 
dure, an educator plots mathematically the 
path of discovered events and extends them 
into the future. Such forecasting assumes 


that the rate of change noted in the past and 
present will continue uninterrupted into the 
future. For example, educators may be in- 
terested in the amount of new knowledge 
that is being discovered in a subject or disci- 
pline. The number of discoveries can be ei- 
ther plotted оп а graph or compared against 
specific points in time—such as decades, 
years, or months—and arranged in increas- 
ing order. Arranging the information in this 
manner, educators can see if the variable— 
for example, the number of discoveries in 
biology—is increasing or decreasing with 
time. A straight line may be fitted to the 
points and then extended beyond the most 
recent point. If the line denotes an increase, 
then educators can forecast that they will 
likely need to expand coverage in the biol- 
ogy curriculum, or at least to think of ways 
to integrate the content to ensure that the 
students encounter current information. 


Intuitive Forecasting. This procedure is 
something everyone can do. It relates to the 
images or “feelings” people have about the 
future. These perceptions of what is to 
come influence their decisions and actions, 
such that many of their views become real- 
ity. For example, someone may feel that in 
the future there will be a greater need for 
more science and mathematics courses іп 
light of the increasing technological nature 
of our society. In other words, their intui- 
tion about the increasing technology be- 
comes essentially a tool for their forecasting 
what will be a useful educational future. 


Delphi Forecasting. Along with brain- 
storming, Delphi forecasting is perhaps the 
most well-known futures procedure. It is a 
process of extracting “expert” intuitive 
opinions about the future and then fur- 
nishing the “experts” with the preliminary 
results. This process is repeated several 
times until the “experts” achieve consensus 
of opinion regarding the future.” Accord- 
ing to one observer, “Delphi . . . operates on 
the principle that several heads are better 
than one in making subjective conjectures 
about the future, and that experts ... will 
make conjectures based on rational judg- 


ment and shared information rather than 
merely guessing, and will separate hope 
from likelihood in the process.” 

Educators might use a Delphi technique 
to obtain a “reading” of what they believe 
the future will demand of the curriculum 
with regard to specific content to be соу- 
ered. Each educator might be given a ques- 
tionnaire that asks him or her to note ten 
major content areas that will be needed for 
future education. An analysis of the results 
of the first questionnaire is used to develop 
a second questionnaire. This second ques- 
tionnaire is sent to the same group of educa- 
tors with the results of the first question- 
naire, to indicate those areas considered 
essential for inclusion in the curriculum. 
Educators are asked to respond to this sec- 
ond questionnaire after considering the re- 
sponses of the “experts” to the first ques- 
tionnaire. They are also asked to indicate 
why they revised their responses if they did 
80. 

A third questionnaire is then created to 
summarize the previous responses and the 
reasons individuals changed those re- 
sponses. As before, the educators are again 
asked to consider the questionnaire items, to 
revise their responses if they think it neces- 
sary, and to explain their actions. Ideally, by 
this third round, educators have a fairly 
good consensus of how they and their col- 
leagues “read” the future. 


Scenario Forecasting. This procedure is 
also quite well known to the public. It in- 
volves creating a scenario, which is basically 
a well-thought-out story or description 
about how a possible future state of affairs 
might occur. The story must draw on cur- 
rent happenings and likely trends. Often it 
notes how people can go from the present 
reality to some possible future period." Sce- 
nario writing puts into prose form innova- 
tive, imaginative, and plausible utopias for 
people to contemplate. 

There is really no one method for creat- 
ing a scenario, but there are certain ap- 
proaches to scenario forecasting. Usually, 
the general process requires those involved 
to begin with a checklist of the aspects of so- 
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ciety that deserve attention. The scope of 
the checklist depends on the writer’s defini- 
tion of the system that is to be the focus of 
the scenario. If, for example, a teacher is go- 
ing to write a scenario about the schools of 
the future, the list will be much more de- 

tailed than if he or she is writing a scenario 

about only one subject area in the curricu- 

lum. A checklist for a curriculum might in- 

clude such areas as: (1) Content, (2) Teach- 

ing methods, (3) Instructional media, and 

(4) Staff support. 


The writer would then propose specific 
questions on the checklist items. For curric- 
ulum, they might include: What new con- 
tents might be produced? How will the new 
contents be organized? What old contents 
are likely to remain? How will these old con- 
tents be organized? What are some likely 
new teaching methods? How will computers 
interface with students? What new staff 
members will be needed? How will change 
agents, researchers, and instructional de- 
signers be used in formulating curriculum? 
The writer reviews the answers to these 
questions for accuracy and arranges them in 
chronological order or in a time period. 
This arrangement of the responses to the 
questions really forms the basis for the sce- 
nario. In essence, the scenario writer has 
created an outline for his or her “story.” 


Force Analysis Forecasting. То use this 
procedure, educators note and analyze 
forces (sets of events, pressures, problems, 
and/or social events) and their probable im- 
pact on particular future events or areas. 
For example, people start out by selecting a 
topic—say, an area of the curriculum. Next, 
they define a force as a “set of events, pres- 
sures, or technologies, whose impact upon 
the curriculum will impel those who design 
the curriculum to make modifications in it. 
Next, they ask persons knowledgeable about 
the curriculum to scan the present and im- 
mediately past environment for forces, as 
they have defined them. Recent discoveries 
in knowledge might be listed as one force, 
and the public’s increasing demands that 
certain contents be covered might be an- 
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other. National needs might also be noted, 
as could the changing nature of students. 

Once these forces have been selected, 
each is described. After descriptions have 
been written, the forecasting team draws 
upon data gathered and the inferential 
summaries made to describe the nature of 
each force and the impact it has previously 
had on, in this case, the curriculum. Last, 
the forecasting team uses the data gathered 
to forecast the nature of each force and how 
it will impact the curriculum in the time 
frame indicated. 

Although the preceding discussion has 
listed six types of forecasting, it is not all in- 
clusive. Nonetheless, it does indicate that 
educators have options. Rarely would they 
employ just one technique; rather, they 
would usually combine various types of 
forecasts to obtain a useful reading of a pos- 
sible future. 

But forecasting the future is still chal- 
lenging, because the future is the conse- 
quence of the dynamics between events cur- 
rent and events yet to happen. The future, 
in a real sense, is always evolving. For this 
reason, a curriculum that is to be responsive 
to the times must also be evolving. Shane as- 
serts that humans have, in the physiological 
sense, achieved the capacity to share in their 
own evolution. He extends this thinking to 
curriculum: “In an intellectual, interactive 
sense man can likewise engage in the act of 
deliberately shaping educational change.” 


Traditional Subject-Centered Design. 


Because it is the most pervasive design 
not only in the United States but also in the 
rest of the world, it is unlikey to disappear in 
the future. Subject-centered designs regard 
intellect as central to humanness, even 
though they have partly resulted from his- 
torical accident, institutional inertia, and so- 
cial demand. 

At the elementary grade level, the sub- 
ject-centered design comprises such subjects 
as language and communication skills, social 
studies, mathematics, science, and the arts. 
At the secondary level, the traditional aca- 


demic subjects are English, mathematics, 
science, social studies, and foreign lan- 
guage. Although these subject divisions are 
not likely to change, the specific content and 
experiences can and will. 


Other Designs. 


Most schools in the United States use 
some version of the traditional subject- 
centered design. But some schools organize 
content according to students’ interests; 
such schools are likely to remain few in 
number. Indeed, their numbers might even 
diminish as mastering the basics and pre- 
paring for a technological society become 
dominant educational concerns. 

“Other” curriculum designs are humanis- 
tic, because their main theme is to “human- 
ize” learning. They generally feature stu- 
dent-centered curricula апа instructional 
patterns to encourage students to be more 
in control of their learning. The curricula 
are geared to the maturational levels of the 
students; teachers work as facilitators and 
catalysts rather than as transmitters of 
knowledge. 

Many curriculum designs classified as 
“other” can be grouped under what Eis 
calls a personal “relevance orientation 
This orientation to curriculum emphasizes 
the primacy of personal meaning. ‘Teachers 
develop educational programs in concert 
with the students rather than from adminis- 
trative mandates or outside sources—as they 
often do with subject-centered designs. 

Many of these “other” designs draw on 
existentialist, moral, and spiritual ideas, 
what some call “Third Force” psychology. 
Abraham Maslow, a pioneer in humanistic 
psychology, considered this type of psychol- 
ogy to be a transitional preparation for a 
“higher” Fourth Force or transpersonal psy- 
chology. Transpersonal psychology focuses 
on the cosmos, rather than on human needs 
and interests, and on intuition and tran- 
scendence.* Through intuition, an individ- 
ual thinks creatively and views the world 
holistically. 

Perhaps one reason not many new curric- 


ular designs stress these new humanistic and 
transpersonal orientations is the difficulty of 
precisely organizing the content to address 
the inner realms of an individual. Reflecting 
back in this century, we can see shades of ex- 
perience or child-centered curriculum de- 
signs. The new curricula are different, how- 
ever, because they really strive to do more 
than just make the curriculum interesting 
to students. These new designs seek to in- 
clude higher-level psychological, philosoph- 
ical, and religious experiences. 


New Curricular Areas. 


The curriculum in the future will no 
doubt contain some entirely new areas of in- 
formation. Currently, for example, we have 
the beginnings of several new content areas. 


Informatics. Informatics deals with 
computers and their use. It has been de- 
scribed as a science of techniques for deal- 
ing with information. ‘The computer, a cen- 
tral aspect of this new discipline, will afford 
students access to vast amounts of currently 
unattainable information. Students will be 
able, for example, to process documents 
written in other languages, because the 
computers will translate them. Computers 
will also enable students to “network” with 
other students in other schools, even in 
other countries. Joint investigations by stu- 
dents in different states or countries can be- 
come commonplace. 

Informatics can be a method or cluster of 
methods of thought that are applicable to a 
wide range of subjects and activities.” As 
students think of ways to program their 
computers, they will begin to conceptualize 
different ways of organizing information. 
“Presenting” the computer to students will 
really give them power and control over the 
curriculum, If they control the machine, 
they can control the information; if they 
control the information, they may in effect 
gain increased influence in the classroom. 
This shift in classroom power from teacher 
to student could be a real system break in 
how school is “played”: Learning could 
come to dominate teaching.” 
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Most schools and classrooms have been 
and still are arranged in a hierarchy. With 
the computer in place, teachers and stu- 
dents could well restructure this institution. 
They could change the school and class- 
room from a hierarchial, pyramidal, mana- 
gerial system to one characterized by hori- 
zontal decision making shared among 
students and teachers. Writes one educator, 
“In the year 2000, the learning environment 
will combine automatic and human teaching 
in a variety of settings to accommodate 
many learning styles, allow for new defini- 
tions of literacy, and foster life-long learn- 
ing skills. The advent of this technology will 
make research, [and] study and communica- 
tion skills the new basics of education.” 

The computer is much more than a tool. 
Indeed, it can be a “partner” the students 
can use not only for “joint” inquiry but even 
for suggesting and creating new curricular 
areas into which they can delve. The com- 
puter has the potential of personalizing the 
curriculum of the future. 

Not all learning with the computer will 
occur in schools. Much of it will occur in the 
home, or perhaps in public learning centers. 
Closed circuit and cable telecourses should 
be commonplace by 2000, and video and/or 
auditory discs and tapes should replace 
many textbooks and written materials. Stu- 
dents may even have available a dial-access 
facility that permits access, via laser or a 
telephone, to a central learning center 
equipped with high-speed computers that 
can communicate with computers in any 
home or learning center anywhere in the 
world.’ 


The Future as Curriculum Content. It 
would seem unusual if future curricula did 
not include courses on the future itself. 
Such courses already exist in a few second- 
ary schools. Some objectives of future stud- 
ies courses are to give students a more so- 
phisticated approach to thinking about the 
future and to help students learn fore- 
casting techniques. Such courses will most 
likely increase in number; they may also ex- 
tend into elementary schools. 
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Draper Kauffman has presented six 
areas of competence that could comprise a 
possible future-oriented curriculum: (1) 
having access to information; (2) thinking 
clearly; (3) communicating effectively; (4) 
understanding humanity’s environment; (5) 
understanding the individual and society; 
and (6) enhancing personal competence." 

As part of the future studies curriculum, 
students should learn about planning proce- 
dures, the nature of decision making, vari- 
ous types of heuristics for dealing with in- 
formation, and procedures for handling 
stress caused by the rapidity of change. 
They should learn not only how to think 
critically about the future, but also perhaps 
how to “break” boundaries between logic 
апа попіоріс. 


New Areas of Content. Whereas some 
courses on the future are predictable, oth- 
er courses on the future are not so predicta- 
ble. Nevertheless, we venture some predic- 
tions. Many courses may reflect hybrid fields 
of study—courses in biostatistics and molec- 
шаг biology, for example. In addition, 
courses in humanistic psychology and cor- 
porate psychology should increase, as will 
courses in satellite astronomy or the politics 
of satellites. 

Courses in dieting and exercise should 
increase as we become more health con- 
scious. Research linking good nutrition and 
exercise for children with positive social be- 
havior and academic achievement should 
encourage the schools to incorporate in- 
creased nutrition and exercise into the cur- 
riculum—and possibly lead to the elimina- 
tion of junk food (especially excessive sugar 
and fats) from school vending machines and 
lunch counters." 

Some new courses may deal with the 
changing nature of society. Courses in 
aging, for instance, may become common- 
place because students will be faced with an 
increasingly large “maturing” populace. 
Eventually the curriculum should treat 
many of the problems of aging as a form of 
discrimination, as another “ism.” This em- 
phasis should parallel changes in the curric- 


ulum concerning racism, “ethnicism,” and 
sexism.” Special courses may offer students 
the opportunity to study about lifelong edu- 
cation and the ways in which it can be ac- 
cessed. 

As society continues to become culturally 
and ethnically pluralistic, more courses will 
deal with international апа global educa- 
tion. Courses in valuing will appear so that 
students can gain insight into the attitudes, 
feelings, and emotions of themselves and 
others." 

Not all new courses will be related to 
emerging fields in the public sector. Some 
new courses may deal with the brain and 
ways of thinking. Secondary schools may as- 
sign textbooks on courses entitled “Your 
Brain,” “Metacognition,” “Left-Brain/Right- 
Brain Thinking,” and “Transductive Think- 
ing.” Specific courses in self-management of 
one’s intellect, emotions, and stress are 
probable as well. Courses in “inner aware- 
ness,” T-groups, and encounter groups may 
reappear. 

New courses which focus on problems 
might deal with the causes of famine, dis- 
ease, flood, and so on, and their social and 
economic consequences. A new course enti- 
tled “frontiers” may include the geography 
of the ocean, perhaps the universe. Courses 
in the sociology of crime or the nature of 
conflict may be in more and more public 
school curricula. So may formal courses on 
the nature, complexity, and challenges of 
change—and how to address them. The 
possibilities are endless. 


CHALLENGE OF DEALING WITH 
THE FUTURE 


We mentioned at the outset of this chapter 
that all education springs from some image 
of the future. We have also stressed repeat- 
edly that the way people deal with their im- 
ages optimally is through planned change. 
Assuming the posture of futurists, educa- 
tors should be able to anticipate and even 
manage future directions for the schools so 
that their programs are responsive to stu- 


dents’ needs not only in the practical sense 
of application to job situations, but in the to- 
tally humanistic sense of allowing them to 
understand, manage, and appreciate their 
realities. 

This is no small order because, historic- 
ally, schools have been assigned a highly 
conservative role by society—that of guard- 
ian of continuity. The school is to guaran- 
tee, as much as possible, that each new gen- 
eration is enough like the previous one to 
maintain existing institutions, social ar- 
rangements, and methods for dealing with 
people." 

Schools require organization so that they 
not only keep current with the rapid present 
change, but also can manage the nature and 
rate of change. Schools should no longer be 
managed by a few who make decisions 
about what is good for the masses. Toffler 
points out that no educational institution to- 
day can address the challenges placed upon 
it until all its members, including students, 
subject their views of the future and related 
challenges to critical analysis. Toffler cau- 
tions: “. . . to design educational systems for 
tomorrow ... we need not images of a fu- 
ture frozen in amber, as it were, but some- 
thing far more complicated: sets of images 
of successive and alternative futures, each 
one tentative and different from the next.”” 

Our images of the future are influenced 
by our ideological stances. But most of us, 
although we may have different particular 
future images, do believe that we should 
continue to create educational programs 
that emphasize individualism, rationalism, 
and a realistic sense of family, religion, and 
nationhood. In the final analysis, the educa- 
tional future we design and develop should 
not focus on one prescribed, preferred, or 
predicted type of future. Rather we need 
“to realize a future of alternative choices for 
all people.” z 

The challenge is for curriculum design- 
ers and developers to create programs so 
that all students will be able to function 
optimally in a just future society. The task is 
difficult and complex. perhaps at times 
unmanageable. But, those with curriculum 
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responsibilities should realize that they must 
rise to the challenge—society depends upon 
it. 


CONCLUSION 


In this chapter, we have attempted to define 
what futurism is and to relate it to the field 
of curriculum. Futurism was presented as a 
systematic attempt to meld creative fore- 
casting, planning, and action. In using fu- 
turism, educators can proact rather than re- 
act to events. Certainly, educators have past 
habits to break, because it has been their 
posture to react to events impacting on the 
schools and their programs. Often educa- 
tors are unaware of how to influence the fu- 
ture, how to modify public or client de- 
mands to more manageable dimensions, or 
how to be more іп tune with accepted pur- 
poses of education. 

We live between eras, and we have uncer- 
tainty in our lives. Nonetheless, we need to 
approach this uncertainty as a plus rather 
than a minus. Uncertainty forces people to 
engage in decision making that is liquid, 
flexible, and adaptable. ‘This should encour- 
age the creation of more diverse curricular 
offerings. 

In this chapter, we discussed various di- 
rections of the 1990s and beyond that ap- 
pear likely for our world. We mentioned 
such factors as demographic change, tech- 
nological innovation, social innovation, and 
cultural value shifts, which are all influenc- 
ing the direction of our schools and our 
overall society. 

We discussed procedures that we can 
muster that will enable us not only to react 
to directions but also to play a role in their 
creation. We presented various forecasting 
procedures for consideration. Ме pre- 
sented, too, a general overview of some of 
the developments within the curriculum 
field. We briefly mentioned what might be 
expected in new curricular areas. 

We ended this chapter with a brief sec- 
tion identifying challenges educators face in 
dealing with the future. The challenge is to 
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generate images of the future and then to fit 
schools and their programs into those im- 
ages so that the curriculum that is actualized 
serves the needs and desires of all those 
within the school and society. To attain this 
is no small task. The health and vitality of 
society depend to a significant degree on 
how well curricularists meet this challenge. 
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